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EPLY  REFER  TO 


September  1,  1977 


Motorcycle  Helmet  Study 


Members  of  the  Governor's  Traffic  Safety  Council 


At  the  March  29,  1977,  meeting  you  expressed  concern  that 
legislation  was  being  considered  in  both  the  House  and  Senate  which 
would  repeal  or  substantially  change  the  present  motorcycle  helmet  law. 
Since  there  appeared  to  be  many  contradictory  reports  about  the  helmet 
question,  you  directed  the  Highway  Safety  Group  to  complete  a thorough 
analysis  of  the  motorcycle  helmet  issue  with  particular  regard  to  the 
effectiveness  of  helmets  and  a constitutionality  of  the  laws  which  would 
require  their  use.  The  report  was  also  to  include  an  assessment  of  the 
attitudes  of  both  the  motorcyclists  and  the  general  public  regarding  the 
use  of  helmets  and  the  present  helmet  law. 

I am  pleased  to  present  this  report  prepared  by  Mr.  Harry 
Balmer  Jr.  of  the  Highway  Safety  Group  which  is  a comprehensive  review 
and  analysis  of  over  150  papers,  articles  and  published  data  known  to  be 
available  at  this  time.  It  is  a synthesis  of  information  which  heretofore 
has  been  scattered,  fragmented,  overlooked,  or  undocumented  and  often 
unevaluated.  The  report  also  includes  results  of  the  survey  made  in 
Pennsylvania  of  the  attitudes  and  opinions  of  the  cyclists  and  the 
general  public. 

Both  sides  of  the  helmet  question  are  discussed  objectively 
and  the  resulting  conclusions  are  presented  strongly  and  clearly. 

Copies  of  this  report  will  be  distributed  to  members  of  the  legislature 
as  you  requested  and  it  is  my  hope  that  each  legislator  reviews  the 
report's  contents  prior  to  considering  motorcycle  helmet  law  legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  R.  Coleman,  P.E. 

Executive  Director 

Governor's  Traffic  Safety  Council 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


ANALYSIS  OF  THE  MANDATORY  MOTORCYCLE  ISSUE 


On  March  29,  1977,  the  Governor's  Traffic  Safety  Council 
(GTSC)  directed  that  an  analysis  be  made  of  the  pro  and  con  claims 
concerning  the  effectiveness  of  motorcycle  helmets  and  motorcycle  helmet 
laws.  This  report  presents  the  results  of  that  analysis  and  the  results 
of  a survey  of  the  attitudes  of  Pennsylvania's  motorcyclists  and  general 
public  concerning  the  helmet  issue. 

Over  one  hundred  and  fifty  papers,  articles  and  other 
published  items  were  reviewed  representing  both  sides  of  the  issue. 

Of  this  large  number,  approximately  35  sources  presented  original  data 
or  statements  of  new  positions  or  opinions.  The  analysis  has  been 
based  on  original  material  wherever  possible. 

The  conclusions  reached  by  this  analysis  confirm  the  value  of 
the  helmet  in  reducing  the  severity  of  head  Injuries  in  motorcycle 
accidents.  No  evidence  was  found  to  support  claims  of  adverse  effects 
(e.g.  accident  causation.  Injury  causation,  etc.)  by  wearing  a helmet. 
It  was  also  found  that  there  is  substantial  circumstantial  evidence  that 
indicates  helmet  laws  are  effective  in  reducing  motorcycle  fatalities 
and  serious  injuries;  and  that  repeal  of  such  laws  may  be  accompanied  by 
a significant  increase  in  motorcycle  fatalities. 

A significant  unknown  of  the  motorcycle  issue,  the  opinion  of 
Pennsylvanians  concerning  the  helmet  and  helmet  law,  was  determined 
during  this  study.  It  was  found  that  a large  majority  (over  87%)  of  the 
adult  population  favor  both  the  helmet  and  helmet  law.  A large  majority 
of  Pennsylvania  motorcyclists  (79%)  favor  helmets  and  a majority  (55%) 
favor  the  mandatory  helmet  use  law. 

The  report  also  suggests  that  the  overall  effects  of  the 
repeal  of  a mandatory  helmet  law  by  some  states  in  early  1976,  may  not 
be  fully  determined  as  yet,  and  should  be  monitored  closely  during  the 
next  several  years. 
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INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY  OF  CONCLUSIONS 


In  the  Highway  Safety  Act  of  1976,  the  U.  S.  Congress  prohibited 
the  U.  S.  Secretary  of  Transportation  from  invoking  sanctions  against 
those  few  states  which  had  not  enacted  a mandatory  motorcycle  helmet  use 
law.  This  action  was  taken  apparently  with  the  view  that  the  47  states 
already  having  such  a requirement  would  not  repeal  their  existing  laws. 

Such  was  not  the  case,  and  repeal  bills  were  introduced  in  almost  every 
state  including  Pennsylvania. 

This  analysis  is  prepared  by  the  Highway  Safety  Group  as  directed 
by  the  Governor's  Traffic  Safety  Council  (GTSC)  at  their  meeting  of  March  29, 
1977.  The  GTSC  directed  that  the  following  be  conducted  by  the  Highway 
Safety  Group  to  provide  the  members,  legislators  and  the  public  with  valid 
information  about  the  pros  and  cons  of  helmets  and  their  mandatory  use: 

"The  Highway  Safety  Group  shall  compile  a comprehensive 
analysis  of  existing  information  and  statements  on  the 
effectiveness  of  motorcycle  helmets  and  on  the  constitu- 
tionality of  laws  requiring  their  use;  and 

Shall  prepare,  in  conjunction  with  the  staffs  of  the  House 
and  Senate  Transportation  Committees,  and  shall  conduct  a 
survey  of  both  motorcyclists  and  the  general  public  to  deter- 
mine attitudes  about  the  present  helmet  law." 

To  accomplish  these  tasks  the  Highway  Safety  Group  has  collected 
and  analyzed  all  available  statements  and  data  representing  the  conflicting 
claims  of  those  for  and  against  mandatory  helmet  laws.  Personal  contacts  were 
made  with  a number  of  persons  in  the  states  which  have  recently  repealed  their 
helmet  laws.  In  particular,  Pennsylvania  data,  both  present  and  historical,  has 
been  examined  to  determine  if  the  current  mandatory  helmet  law  has  had  any  effect 
on  the  traffic  accident  picture.  The  results  of  the  public  and  motorcyclists' 
attitudes  survey  have  also  been  included  in  this  analysis. 

To  facilitate  the  analysis,  the  conflicting  claims  have  been  grouped 
into  six  general  classifications: 

1.  Effects  of  helmets. 

2.  Effects  of  the  mandatory  helmet  law. 

3.  Constitutionality. 

4.  Societal  costs. 

5.  Discrimination. 

6.  Public  and  motorcyclists'  attitudes. 

In  this  report  various  claims,  counterclaims,  and  conflicting  data  within 
these  classifications  are  examined  and  discussed.  Every  attempt  has  been 
made  to  accurately  portray  the  positions  and  supporting  data  of  each  side 
of  the  issue.  Similarly,  every  attempt  has  been  made  to  conduct  the  analysis 
in  a completely  unbiased  fashion. 


As  a result  of  this  analysis  the  following  general  conclusions  have 
been  reached. 
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1.  The  effects  of  helmets  are  as  follows: 

a.  Helmets  do  play  a significant  role  in  preventing  serious 
head  injury  to  motorcyclists  in  accidents. 

b.  Helmets  do  not  cause  injuries  and/or  fatalities  to 
motorcyclists  in  accidents. 

c.  The  wearing  of  helmets  by  motorcyclists  does  not 
contribute  to  or  cause  accidents  through  vision 
or  hearing  impairment  or  by  creating  a feeling  of 
overconf idence . 

2.  On  the  effects  of  mandatory  helmet  laws: 

a.  Mandatory  helmet  laws  do  significantly  increase  helmet 
usage  by  motorcyclists. 

b.  Historical  and  current  data  suggest  that  mandatory  helmet 
laws  can  produce  a reduction  in  motorcyclists’  fatalities 
and  injuries.  The  data  are  not  conclusive  however. 

3.  Laws  requiring  persons  to  protect  themselves  from  serious  injury 
and  death,  including  mandatory  helmet  laws,  have  been  held  by  Federal  and 
State  courts  to  be  within  the  constitutional  powers  of  government. 

4.  Traffic  accidents,  and  motorcycle  accidents  in  particular,  do 
produce  significant  costs  to  society  in  general.  This  is  particularly  true  in 
Pennsylvania  where  motorcyclists  are  outside  the  mandatory  no  fault  insurance 
provisions . 


5.  Motorcyclists,  as  a class  of  traffic,  do  appear  to  be  discriminated 
against  in  the  broad  sense.  Although  a number  of  self-protection  techniques 
for  other  classes  of  traffic  are  proven  and  available,  there  does  not  seem  to 
be  any  other  significant  self-protection  mandates  enacted  for  other  classes  of 
Pennsylvania  traffic,  such  as  automobile  drivers,  bicyclists,  or  pedestrians. 

The  differential  treatment  of  motorcyclists  is  necessarily  prejudicial,  however, 
and  is  not  legally  "discrimination"  in  the  narrow,  negative  definition  of  the 
word. 


6.  Public  and  motorcyclists  attitude  and  opinion.  Based  on  a 
recently  completed,  statistically  valid  statewide  survey  of  Pennsylvanians, 
the  following  attitudes  and  opinions  were  found  to  exist  in  Pennsylvania: 

An  overwhelming  percentage  (92%)  of  the  general  public 
believes  that  the  use  of  helmets  by  motorcyclists  is 
effective  in  reducing  injuries.  A large  majority  of 
motorcyclists  (79%)  also  believe  helmets  are  effective 
in  reducing  injuries. 

As  to  a helmet  law,  87%  of  the  general  public  holds  the 
opinion  that  the  government  should  require  mandatory 
use  of  motorcycle  helmets  as  did  a majority  (55%) 

of  motorcyclists. 
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The  overall  conclusion  of  this  study  is  that  there  are  no  substan- 
tive safety-related  issues  remaining  to  be  decided.  Helmets  are  an  effective 
safety  device  which  should  be  worn  by  motorcyclists  at  all  times.  The  sole 
remaining  issue  to  be  decided  is  philosophical  in  nature,  and  can  be  stated  as 
follows : 


"The  Public  of  Pennsylvania  and  its  State  Government,  is /is  not 
willing  to  absorb  a portion  of  the  costs  of  motorcycle  injuries  and  fatalities." 
It  appears,  from  the  recently  completed  statewide  survey,  that  the  general  public 
and  a majority  of  motorcyclists  feel  that  the  mandatory  helmet  law  should  be 
retained  and  by  inference  that  the  public  is  not  willing  to  absorb  additional 
societal  costs. 
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I . BACKGROUND 


A.  HISTORICAL  BACKGROUND 


The  desire  to  protect  the  human  head  probably  originated  prior  to 
recorded  history.  Most  ancient  civilizations  for  which  records  are  available 
indicate  some  form  of  helmet  was  used  on  the  human  head  in  one  instance  or 
another.  Prior  to  the  20th  century,  however,  the  uses  of  helmets  was  primarily 
limited  to  situations  involving  combat.  During  the  20th  century  helmets  have 
become  a common  part  of  life.  They  are  used  not  only  in  sports  such  as  foot- 
ball, roller  derby,  etc. , but  have  become  accepted  wear  for  occupational 
pursuits,  particularly  in  the  construction  and  manufacturing  industries  and  other 
similar  occupations. 

Motorcycles  have  been  in  existence  in  the  United  States  since  the 
early  1900' s.  Until  the  middle  1960*s,  they  were  relatively  few  in  number  and 
were  not  considered  a significant  portion  of  the  transportation  system.  In 
contrast,  the  motorcycle  has  been  an  Important  transportation  mode  in  much  of 
the  rest  of  the  world  for  50  years  or  more.  Because  of  this,  the  initial  investi- 
gations into  the  use  of  helmets  by  motorcyclists  were  conducted  in  Great  Britain. 
Between  1940  and  1943  in-depth  studies  were  conducted  in  Great  Britain  to  deter- 
mine if  crash  helmets  were  effective  in  reducing  motorcyclist  injuries.  Significant 
investigations  continued  through  the  mid  1950' s and  the  life-saving  potential  of 
motorcycle  helmets  had  apparently  been  demonstrated. 

On  January  1,  1961,  a law  became  effective  in  the  State  of  Victoria 
(Australia)  making  it  mandatory  for  all  motorcycle  riders  to  wear  safety  helmets. 

A relatively  thorough  study  of  the  data  both  two  years  before  and  after  imple- 
mentation of  the  law  apparently  convinced  the  Australians  that  a mandatory  helmet 
use  law  was  enforceable  and  that  the  resultant  helmet  use  reduced  fatalities  in 
motorcycle  accidents.  In  1966,  prior  to  enactment  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Safety  Act,  New  York  state  and  Michigan  state  adopted  helmet  use  laws. 

On  September  9,  1966,  the  Highway  Safety  Act  of  1966  was  signed 
into  law.  The  law  provided  that  "Each  state  shall  have  a highway  safety 
program  approved  by  the  Secretary,  designed  to  reduce  traffic  accidents  and 
deaths,  injuries,  and  property  damage  resulting  therefrom.  Such  programs 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  uniform  standards  promulgated  by  the  Secretary." 

The  Congress,  in  its  report  accompanying  the  legislation  (H.R.  Report  #1700) 
stated  the  following: 

"The  Public  Works  Committee  is  as  jealous  of  the  perogatives  of  the 
States  as  any  Committee  of  the  Congress,  perhaps  more  so  than  most. 

Our  record  in  the  Federal/State  partnership  legislation  is  second 
to  none,  and  all  of  it  is  in  legislative  fields  embracing  the  total 
national  welfare,  vital  to  the  future  life  and  well  being  of  our 
entire  society.  But  we  learn  from  experience,  and  experience  in  this 
field  clearly  demonstrates  that  if  we  continue  to  rely  on  voluntary 
action  in  highway  safety,  a larger  percentage  of  the  citizens  in 
these  United  States  is  going  to  wind  up  in  a smash  up.  Mandatory 
compliance  with  broad  Federal  highway  safety  standards  could  be  made 
to  seem  very  unpopular  (and  the  Committee  realizes  that  there  will  be 
those  who  will  attempt  to  accomplish  exactly  this),  simply  because 
to  the  average  motorist,  the  prospect  of  accident,  injury,  or  death 
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does  not  apply  to  him.  It  applies  to  the  other  fellow.  Everyone  is 

in  favor  of  a crackdown,  as  long  as  it  isn't  a crackdown  on  him 

But,  if  we  insist  now  upon  a mandatory  program,  we  may  be  able  to  keep 
more  and  more  of  our  parents,  and  our  husbands  and  wives,  and  our 
children,  and  our  friends,  and  ourselves,  alive  in  the  years  after 
that." 

On  July  10,  1967,  the  U.  S.  Secretary  of  Transportation  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  a report  on  all  standards  to  be  initially  applied  in  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Highway  Safety  Act.  Among  the  standards  was  one 
entitled  Motorcycle  Safety,  the  purpose  of  which  was  stated  as,  "To  assure  that 
motorcycles,  motorcycle  operators  and  their  passengers  meet  standards  which 
contribute  to  the  safe  operation  of  their  vehicles  and  protection  from  injuries." 
The  standard  provided  that  each  state  shall  have  a motorcycle  safety  program 
providing  as  a minimum  that,  "...each  motorcycle  operator  wears  an  approved  safety 
helmet  and  eye  protection  when  he  is  operating  his  vehicle  on  streets  and 
highways".  And  that  "...each  motorcycle  passenger  wears  an  approved  safety 
helmet,  ..." 


By  1974,  forty-seven  states,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  Puerto 
Rico  had  enacted  comprehensive  motorcycle  helmet  usage  laws.  California  and 
Illinois,  two  of  the  largest  states  in  the  union,  had  no  law.  Utah  required 
helmet  usage  only  on  roads  posted  above  35  MPH  speed  limits. 


B.  SOURCE  OF  CURRENT  ISSUE 


On  July  31,  1975,  the  Secretary  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Trans- 
portation gave  public  notice  of  the  initiation  of  sanction  proceedings  against 
the  states  of  Illinois,  California  and  Utah.  The  basis  for  the  proposed 
action  was  the  failure  of  the  states  to  enact  a constitutionally  acceptable 
helmet  law  for  motorcycle  drivers  and  passengers,  as  required  by  Highway 
Safety  Program  Standard  No.  3.  In  the  public  notice  the  following  justifi- 
cation was  given  for  the  sanction  proceedings: 


"The  rapid  growth  in  motorcycle  ownership  and  use  in  recent  years 
has  been  accompanied  by  an  Increase  in  the  number  of  injuries  among 
motorcyclists.  The  use  of  protective  helmets  has  been  found  to  be 
the  most  effective  means  of  reducing  fatal  and  near  fatal  injuries. 

The  helmet's  effectiveness  makes  state  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  Standard  No.  3 a matter  of  particular  urgency." 

True  to  the  language  accompanying  enactment  of  the  Highway  Safety  Act 
mandatory  compliance  with  broad  Federal  highway  safety  standards  did  become 
very  unpopular.  When  faced  with  the  prospect  of  having  two  of  the  largest  states 
in  the  union  incur  sanctions  equal  to  the  loss  of  their  highway  safety  funds  plus 
ten  percent  of  their  Federal  aid  highway  funds,  the  Congress  included  the  following 
amendment  in  the  Highway  Safety  Act  of  1976,  (P.L.  94-280,  May  5,  1976). 


"For  the  purpose  of  the  seventh  sentence  of  this  subsection, 
a highway  safety  program  approved  by  the  Secretary  shall  not  include 
any  requirement  that  a state  Implement  such  a program  by  adopting 
or  enforcing  any  law,  rule,  or  regulation  based  on  a standard 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary  under  this  section  requiring  any  motor- 
cycle operator  18  years  of  age  or  older  or  passenger  18  years  of 
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age  or  older  to  wear  a safety  helmet  when  operating  or  riding  a 
motorcycle  on  the  streets  and  highways  of  that  state." 

In  the  year  following  enactment  of  this  provision  by  Congress, 
approximately  18  states  repealed  their  mandatory  helmet  provisions.  In  . 

a number  of  other  states,  however,  proposals  to  repeal  mandatory  helmet  I 

laws  were  soundly  defeated.  These  include  the  neighboring  states  of  Maryland  J 

and  Virginia.  I 

During  the  past  several  months,  Mr.  Jack  O'Hara  of  the  U.  S.  House 
of  Representatives,  Public  Works  Committee  Staff  has  made  presentations  at  a 
number  of  meetings  of  highway  safety  professionals.  In  these  presentations 
Mr.  O'Hara  has  stated  that  Congress  did  not  intend  or  anticipate  that  states 
which  already  had  enacted  mandatory  helmet  laws  would  repeal  them.  The  Con- 
gress (and  the  Committee  Staff)  felt  that  the  legality  of  and  the  number  of 
lives  saved  by  the  laws  had  been  sufficiently  demonstrated  and  that  repeal 
would  not  be  considered.  This  assumption  was  obviously  inaccurate.  During 
the  past  year,  state  legislatures  have  been  flooded  with  publications,  reports, 
letters  and  other  articles  challenging  every  aspect  of  the  helmet,  the  helmet 
law,  and  governmental  control. 

Although  some  of  this  Information  is  obviously  emotional  in  nature  and 
substance,  a significant  portion  proports  to  be  scientific  fact,  data,  or  studies 
which  conflict  with  those  used  by  safety  professionals.  The  anti-helmet  law  forces 
are  comprised  primarily  of  a group  of  motorcyclists  organized  under  the  name  of 
"American  Brotherhood  Against  Totalitarian  Enactment"  (ABATE) . Those  urging 
continuation  of  the  mandatory  helmet  provisions  are  represented  primarily  by 
the  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  persons  associated  with  the  highway 
safety  program,  insurance  persons  and  companies,  and  a number  of  health  pro- 
fessionals. In  some  cases,  both  sides  have  used  identical  data  to  "prove"  con- 
flicting conclusions.  For  that  reason,  an  examination  of  the  various  sources 
and  types  of  data  which  are  available  is  appropriate. 


C.  DATA  TYPES  AND  AVAILABILITY 


Several  types  of  data  are  being  used  by  both  sides  of  the  issue 
to  demonstrate  their  claims  and  conclusions.  The  first,  and  most  often  used, 
are  the  general  accident  statistics  compiled  by  both  the  states  and  the  Federal 
Government.  Data  of  this  type,  while  valuable  in  defining  general  problem 
areas  and  evaluating  certain  aspects  of  safety  problems,  are  not  suitable  for 
all  purposes.  In  particular,  most  state  and  national  data  are  not  to  a level 
of  detail  sufficient  to  Identify  precisely  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  effect 
of  mandatory  motorcycle  helmet  laws.  The  major  problem  in  the  adequacy  of  this 
data  is  found  in  the  level  of  detail  collected  at  the  sites  of  individual  accidents. 
Very  seldom  are  the  reports  to  a level  of  detail  that  particular  injury  patterns 
can  be  determined.  This  is  particularly  critical  to  the  subject  of  helmets  and 
head  Injuries  to  the  motorcyclists.  In  most  cases  the  use  or  nonuse  of  helmets 
is  not  routinely  reported.  In  other  cases  the  prime  cause  of  serious  injury 
or  fatality  is  not  sufficiently  identified  as  being  related  to  the  head,  neck, 
torso,  etc.  A further  problem  is  encountered  in  the  ways  data  are  amassed  in 
particular  states.  For  example,  in  some  states  a fatal  motorcycle  accident 
includes  all  accidents  in  which  a fatality  occurred  and  involved  a motorcycle. 

This  does  not  necessarily  mean  in  all  cases  that  a fatal  motorcycle  accident 
involved  a fatality  to  a motorcyclist.  Particular  care  must  therefore  be  used 
when  data  between  states  are  compared  or  national  statistics  are  examined. 
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In  some  cases,  before  and  after  studies  using  state  accident 
statistics  have  been  made  and  conclusions  drawn  from  the  results  of  these 
studies.  Conflicting  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  the  same  study  because  of 
other  factors  which  occurred  during  this  study.  Many  states  enacted  their 
mndatory  helmet  laws  in  conjunction  with  other  measures  which  would  have  an 
effect  on  the  accident  statistics  involving  motorcycles.  Such  things  as  a 
separate  licensing  procedure  and  testing  procedure  for  motorcycle  operators, 
subjecting  motorcyclists  to  periodic  vehicle  inspection,  and  headlight  laws, 
produce  complex  interactions  which  cannot  be  separated  without  further  in-depth 
analysis  and  collection  of  data.  Other  factors  such  as  the  sudden  influx 
of  a number  of  new  motorcycle  riders  or  climate  and  weather  differences 
between  the  states  have  been  suggested  as  having  considerable  impact  on 
interpretation  of  the  data.  In  any  case,  though  it  may  be  possible  to  develop 
trends  or  inferences  from  the  mass  accidents  statistics,  it  is  an  extremely 
difficult  task  to  pinpoint  the  exact  factors  involved  in  movements  of  accident 
totals . 


Of  far  more  significance  to  the  problem,  are  those  studies  which  have 
been  directed  specifically  towards  the  motorcycle  accident  and  injuries  to 
the  motorcyclists.  Although  there  has  been  no  specific  study  of  this  kind 
conducted  in  Pennsylvania,  there  have  been  a significant  number  conducted  in 
other  states  and  throughout  the  world.  Early  studies  conducted  between  1940 
and  1943  in  Great  Britain  were  devised  specifically  to  determine  if  crash 
helmets  in  use  in  Great  Britain  were  effective  in  reducing  injuries.  Several 
other  studies  of  a similar  nature  were  conducted  during  the  mid  1950' s in 
Great  Britain. 

Considerable  work  has  been  done  in  determing  both  the  mechanics  of 
and  injury  patterns  caused  by  motorcycle  accidents.  Studies  conducted  both  in 
Canada  and  California  and  earlier  work  in  Japan  have  identified  the  head  as  one 
of  the  (if  not  the  most)  serious  source  of  life-threatening  injury  in  motorcycle 
accident  mechanics.  Data  collected  in  conjunction  with  these  studies  are  not 
generally  conclusive  as  to  the  actual  potential  of  helmet  use,  primarily  because 
of  the  lack  of  an  investigative  design  to  collect  comparative  data  on  actual 
helmet  use  in  traffic. 

A further  body  of  information  is  available  from  retrospective  studies 
of  motorcycle  injury  accidents  conducted  by  states  such  as  Idaho,  Nebraska  and 
New  Jersey.  In  several  of  these  studies,  the  subjective  views  of  those  involved 
in  the  accidents  were  solicited  concerning  the  use  of  helmets. 

The  most  definitive  study  of  helmets  in  actual  accident  occurrence 
is  currently  underway,  but  has  not  yet  been  completed.  Interim  reports  are 
available  however  from  about  the  mid-point  of  the  study.  The  study,  being 
conducted  in  California  by  Dr.  Harry  Hurt  of  the  University  of  Southern  Cali- 
fornia's Institute  of  Safety  and  Systems  Management,  is  using  an  on-scene, 
multidisciplinary  approach  to  investigating  and  reconstructing  motorcycle 
accidents  and  to  investigate  the  actual  role  of  helmets  in  actual  accidents. 

To  accomplish  this  the  actual  helmets  are  retrieved  and  special  head  and  neck 
autopsies  are  often  performed  on  fatalities.  All  members  of  the  study  team, 
including  Dr.  Hurt,  are  experienced  motorcycle  riders.  An  interim  report,  as 
published  in  Cycle  News,  is  reproduced  in  the  appendix  along  with  some  examples 
of  accidents  encountered  to  date. 
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Data  concerning  costs  Involved  with  accidents  generally  and  motorcycle 
accidents  in  particular  are  available  from  several  sources,  including  current 
dollar  figures  from  both  the  American  Medical  Association  and  the  Pennsylvania 
Medical  Society. 

Data  concerning  attitudes  toward  helmets  and  helmet  laws  are  not 
available  either  nationally  or  within  Pennsylvania,  although  each  side  claims 
to  "know”  what  the  public  and  motorcyclists  think.  The  knowledge  claimed  is 
based  on  such  statements  as;  "All  our  phone  calls  have  been  (for/against) . . . " 
or  have  been  based  on  statements  of  organizations  which  profess  to  represent  "all" 
of  a particular  population.  Surveys  made  in  conjunction  with  several  studies 
have  been  limited  to  those  involved  in  accidents,  which  may  not  be  representative 
of  all  motorcyclists.  No  study  of  the  opinion  of  the  general  public  has  been 
found.  Such  a survey  has  been  conducted  in  conjunction  with  this  analysis. 

Finally  there  are  a number  of  studies  of  various  factors  peripheral 
to  the  helmet  question.  A majority  of  those  studies  conducted  in  support  of 
the  anti-helmet  group  seem  to  emanate  from  one  person,  as  do  a number  of  the 
statistical  studies  and  techniques  used  in  opposition  to  helmets.  The  studies 
have  been  conducted  and  reported  by  Ed  Armstrong  ME  (sic)  who  is  described  as 
an  Architectural  Engineer  with  a B.A.  Major  in  Physics,  U.  of  California  1951 
and  52.  Much  of  the  rebuttal  study  of  these  subissues  has  been  conducted  by 
NHTSA  either  in-house  or  through  contractors. 

In  general,  the  study  and  statistical  work  presented  by  NHTSA  and  others 
in  support  of  helmets  and  helmet  laws  is  of  a better  quality  than  that  of  the 
repeal  forces.  This  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  quality  of  the  conclusions 
drawn  by  each  side  however.  In  some  cases  the  results  of  studies  by  NHTSA  are 
suggestive  rather  than  conclusive.  On  the  other  hand,  some  of  the  techniques 
used  by  the  ABATE  and  other  repeal  groups  are  seriously  flawed  and  the  conclusions 
drawn  are  wholly  unwarranted.  The  analysis  portion  of  this  report  will  attempt 
to  identify  and  qualify  these  instances  in  both  cases. 


D.  GENERAL  DISCUSSION  OF  QUESTIONS  AND  GROUPING  OF  CONFLICTING  CLAIMS 

Although  there  have  been  questions  about  the  mandatory  helmet  usage 
law  since  its  first  proposal,  only  in  the  past  several  years  have  the  number 
and  scope  grown  to  confusing  proportions.  The  main  issue  in  the  first  seven  or 
eight  years  after  Initial  passage  by  most  states  was  centered  on  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  mandatory  law.  This  issue  was  properly  taken  up  in  numerous 
court  tests. 

Within  the  larger  issue  of  the  Federal  bureaucracy  applying  sanctions 
against  the  states  for  failure  to  enact  or  implement  laws  or  programs  arose  the 
singular  issue  of  whether  motorcycle  helmet  laws  should  be  mandated.  Congress 
has  settled  that  specific  issue  by  legislation  without  acting  upon  the  larger 
issue  of  sanctions  in  general.  As  a prelude  to  Congressional  action,  a multitude 
of  various  issues  were  raised  ranging  from  the  design  and  construction  of  helmets 
to  broad  philosophical  Issues  of  personal  freedom  and  liberty.  Claims  by  pro- 
helmet groups  were  closely  followed  by  counter-claims  by  anti-helmet  groups 
which  were  further  rebutted  and  so  on. 
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To  provide  some  order  to  an  analysis  of  the  issues  and  claims  it  has 
been  necessary  to  define  six  broad  issues  and  assemble  the  various  pro  and  con 
claims  within  these  issues. 

1.  Effects  of  Helmets  - Although  data  supporting  the  contention  that 
helmets  can  protect  the  head  from  serious  damage  were  presented  at  the  time 
mandatory  helmet  laws  were  initially  considered,  those  opposed  to  helmet  laws 
have  recently  raised  Issues  that  the  helmets  in  use  are  of  little  or  no  value 
in  protecting  the  head.  Among  the  claims  made  are  that  the  specifications  and 
testing  procedures  are  not  adequate  and  that  the  quality  of  the  majority 

of  helmets  being  marketed  is  inadequate,  not  even  meeting  the  inadequate 
specifications . 

Irrespective  of  the  above,  opponents  of  helmet  laws  have  contended 
(without  qualification)  that  helmets  cause  serious  injuries  or  death  in  motor- 
cycle accidents,  primarily  through  action  of  the  helmet  on  the  neck  and  spine. 
Claims  have  also  been  made  that  protection  of  the  head  is  insufficient  in  the 
general  pattern  of  motorcycle  accidents,  implying  that  the  motorcyclist  would 
die  from  other  causes  anyway. 

A further  claim  is  that  the  wearing  of  helmets  contributes  an  increase 
in  accidents  through  a variety  of  harmful  features.  Among  the  reasons  given  are 
that  the  vision  of  the  motorcyclist  is  severely  restricted  and  that  hearing  is 
impaired  to  the  point  where  these  lowering  of  senses  actually  contribute  to  or 
cause  accidents.  The  additional  weight  of  the  helmet  has  been  claimed  to  cause 
operator  fatigue  and  excessive  neck  strain  producing  accidents.  Overconfidence 
of  the  helmeted  motorcycle  operator  is  also  forwarded  as  a source  of  accident 
causation.  It  is  claimed  that  a false  sense  of  security  is  given  by  the  helmet 
leading  some  to  take  more  risks  in  riding.  These  claims  are  all  countered  and 
rebutted  by  those  favoring  the  helmet  law.  A number  of  studies  have  been  directed 
specifically  at  both  the  vision  and  hearing  impairment  issue. 

2.  Effects  of  Mandatory  Helmet  Laws  (or  repeal  of)  - The  major  issue 
is  the  effect  on  fatalities  and  Injuries  caused  by  the  passage  or  repeal  of 
mandatory  helmet  laws.  Using  mass  accident  data,  there  have  been  many  "studies” 
produced  which  conclude  that  the  enactment  of  a mandatory  helmet  law  produces  a 
decrease  in  fatal  and  serious  injury  accidents,  and  that  the  repeal  of  such  law 
has  produced  a significant  increase.  Opponents  of  the  mandatory  law  have,  by 
using  different  treatments  and  interpretations  of  the  same  data,  concluded  that 
the  helmet  laws  have  no  effect  on  the  accident  picture  or  (in  some  claims) 
actually  increase  motorcycle  deaths. 

Among  the  subissues  and  claims  raised,  which  may  or  may  not  have  a 
real  bearing  on  the  above,  is  the  contention  that  upon  enactment  of  a mandatory 
helmet  law,  ridership  (or  licenses  and  registrations)  decrease.  Another  con- 
tention is  that  a significant  number  of  riders  continue  to  operate  without 
using  helmets.  Also  it  is  claimed  (as  a corollary)  that  any  decrease  in 
fatalities  noted  (in  many  states)  was  due  to  a decrease  in  new  (and  therefore 
inexperienced)  riders  occurring  at  the  time  of  enactment. 

It  is  claimed,  based  on  initial  data  from  states  which  recently 
repealed  mandatory  helmet  laws,  that  such  repeal  has  seemed  to  cause  as  much 
as  20/,  more  motorcycle  fatalities.  The  claim  has  been  highly  conditioned, 
however.  Opponents  of  the  helmet  law  have  criticized  this  claim,  amplified 
on  the  conditions  and  pointed  out  additional  hypotheses,  while  not  questioning 
the  basic  data  or  numbers. 
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3.  Constitutionality  of  Helmet  Laws  - The  issue  defined  is  whether 
the  states  are  prevented  from  enacting  a particular  type  of  law,  either  by  their 
own  or  the  U.  S.  Constitution.  Most  arguments  against  the  mandatory  helmet 

law  in  this  area  are  based  on  the  state's  right  to  require  a person  (in  this 
case  a motorcyclist)  to  protect  themselves  from  death  or  serious  injury.  Some 
other  points  have  occasionally  been  raised,  such  as  whether  U.  S.  DOT  has  been 
correctly  given  the  authority  to  require  mandatory  helmet  laws  or  whether  the 
helmet  law  abridges  religious  freedom  and  the  like.  The  issue  here  goes  only 
to  rights,  not  whether  or  not  those  rights  should  be  exercised. 

4.  Societal  Costs  - It  is  claimed  that  significant  costs  to  society 
are  Incurred  by  accidents  in  general  and  accidents  to  unhelmeted  motorcyclists 
in  particular.  These  claims  have  been  countered  and  called  completely  false 
by  those  opposing  the  helmet  laws  who  contend  that  there  are  really  no  costs 
to  society  and  most  people  have  insurance  or  workers  compensation,  etc. 

5.  Discrimination  - It  has  been  claimed  that  motorcyclists,  as  a 
group  have  been  discriminated  against  as  a class  of  traffic  particularly  since 
automobile  drivers  have  not  been  subjected  to  a similar  helmet  requirement 
and  the  mandatory  wearing  of  seat  belts.  This  claim  is  generally  countered  by 
the  argument  that  motorcyclists  have  been  identified  as  a high  risk  group. 

6.  Public  and  Motorcyclist  Attitude  - It  is  claimed  that  almost  all 
motorcyclists  are  against  the  mandatory  wearing  of  helmets.  Several  studies 
have  suggested  a majority  of  motorcyclists  support  mandatory  helmet  laws  at 
least  in  some  states.  No  specific  claims  have  been  made  concerning  the  atti- 
tude of  the  general  public,  although  some  have  suggested  that  the  public  is 
apathetic  of  the  issue.  If,  for  completeness,  it  is  assumed  that  societal 
costs  are  involved,  the  public  (non-motorcycling)  attitude  is  a significant 
issue. 


These,  then,  are  the  issues  which  will  be  analyzed  further  using* 
primarily,  material  furnished  by  both  pro  and  con  supporters  together  with 
such  other  information  as  is  available. 
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II.  ANALYSIS  OF  CLAIMS  AND  DATA 


A.  ON  THE  EFFECTS  OF  HELMETS 


1.  Helmets  In  the  Prevention  of  Injuries  and  Death 

The  claim  for  the  effectiveness  of  helmets  in  preventing  and/or  reducing 
head  injuries  in  motorcycle  accidents  apparently  originated  with  the  early  1940’ s 
British  study  by  Dr.  Hugh  Cairns.  Dr.  Cairns  performed  in-depth  studies  of  106 
motorcycle  accidents  which  included  the  type  of  Injury  and  the  severity  of  injury 
for  each  case,  in  addition  to  study  of  the  helmets  used.  The  results  of  his 
study  indicated  a one-fourth  reduction  in  the  frequency  of  fractured  skulls 
through  helmet  use  and  a reduction  of  one-half  in  the  incidence  of  hospital- 
treated  injuries  for  helmet  users.  A 1956  continuation  of  this  work,  by  Lewin 
and  Kennedy  in  Britain,  examined  690  motorcyclists  admitted  to  hospitals  as  a 
result  of  motorcycle  accidents  and  obtained  similar  results.  Proposed  criteria 
for  the  design  of  an  effective  helmet  were  also  developed.  In  1957,  a full 
statistical  study  of  7,010  motorcyclists  by  Chandler  and  Thompson  documented 
a 30  to  40%  reduced  chance  of  head  injury  if  a helmet  is  worn.  The  study 
considered  both  urban  and  rural-type  accidents. 

The  fact  that  head  injuries  comprise  a significant  portion  of  the 
causes  of  death  and  serious  injury  in  motorcycle  accidents  has  been  well  demon- 
strated in  studies  conducted  by  Najumura  in  Japan;  Newman  and  Webster  in 
Canada;  Hight,  Siegal  and  Nahum  in  California;  Drysdale,  et  al  of  the  School  of 
Medicine  at  the  University  of  California  at  Davis;  and  Karus,  et  al  at  John 
Hopkins  University. 

It  would  seem  a logical  conclusion  based  on  the  combination  of  the 
overall  results  of  the  series  of  studies  cited  above  that  wearing  helmets 
should  play  a significant  role  in  the  reduction  of  fatalities  and  injuries  in 
motorcycle  accidents.  This  conclusion  has  been  challenged  by  those  opposed 
to  helmet  laws.  The  published  statements  in  opposition  to  the  above  consist 
primarily  of  flat  statements  that  helmets  actually  cause  accidents,  or  that 
improperly  worn  helmets  do  not  prevent  injuries  and  can  actually  cause  injuries 
or  that  state  accident  statistics  fail  to  demonstrate  that  helmet  laws  are 
effective.  These  types  of  arguments  are  not  directly  related  to  the  basic 
question  of  whether  helmets  can  and  do  prevent  head  injuries  and  they  are  dis- 
cussed under  the  appropriate  questions  below.  One  claim  of  helmet  ineffectiveness 
by  Ed  Armstrong,  is  accompanied  by  a detailed  discussion  of  high  school  physics 
equations  and  pipe  formulas  in  relation  to  the  testing  specifications  for 
motorcycle  helmets.  This  analysis  was  sufficiently  detailed  that  its  conclusions 
have  been  repeatedly  cited  by  others,  without  question. 

Mr.  Armstrong’s  analysis  unfortunately  fails  on  two  counts.  The 
attempt  to  relate  laboratory  testing  procedures  with  the  complex  kinematics 
involved  in  actual  accidents  by  using  simple  high  school  physics  is  not  valid. 

The  interaction  of  the  head/helmet  system  when  combined  with  the  complex  action 
of  the  object  being  struck  by  this  system  requires  higher  mathematics  and 
computer  analysis  to  even  approximately  describe.  For  example,  Mr.  Armstrong 
attempts  to  equate  the  13.5  mph  impact  of  helmet  test  rig  with  a crash  involving 
a motorcycle  traveling  at  13.5  mph.  This  direct  comparison  is  not  valid  since 
a motorcyclist  will  consume  a significant  amount  of  the  energy  and  velocity  in 
drag  while  leaving  the  cycle.  Also  it  is  seldom  that  the  motorcyclist  hits  a 
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completely  rigid  and  non-energy  absorbing  body.  The  simplistic  formula  0=1$  vt 
is  wholly  inadequate  to  describe  an  actual  accident  contact,  but  is  probably 
sufficient  for  testing  purposes  under  strict  laboratory  conditions. 

On  an  empirical  basis,  Mr.  Armstrong's  analysis  fails  because  it  does 
not  correspond  to  what  has  been  observed  in  numerous  accidents  studied  over  the 
past  40  years.  Mr.  Armstrong  at  the  start  of  his  discussion  poses  the  initial 
question,  "Why  aren't  helmets  in  general  going  to  save  heads  in  accidents?"  Yet 
in  case  after  case  investigated,  the  helmet  has  done  just  that.  A sampling  of 
such  cases  is  contained  in  Appendix  B. 

Mr.  Armstrong  does  correctly  state  that  the  helmet  is  not  designed 
to  prevent  injury  or  death  in  every  case.  This  statement  can  be  made  about  any 
piece  of  safety  equipment  or  safety  measure.  The  relationship  of  such  a state- 
ment to  the  issue  of  whether  helmets  in  general  prevent  injury  or  death  is 
obscure,  at  best. 

A further  argument  used  by  Mr.  Armstrong  and  ABATE  is  that  a 1972 
sampling  of  helmets  sold  (or  on  dealer  shells)  were  not  up  to  Z-90.1  standards. 
This  survey  was  apparently  correct  in  its  conclusions.  It  has  been  of  equal 
concern  to  safety  professionals.  The  highly  variable  quality  of  helmets  (and 
differences  of  cost)  which  were  perceived  to  correspond  to  variable  degrees  of 
protection  for  the  motorcyclist  has  been  the  subject  of  numerous  articles  and 
papers.  It  has  come  as  a surprise  to  all  concerned,  therefore,  that  the  interim 
results  of  Dr.  Hurt's  studies  indicate  little,  if  any,  differences  in  the  pro- 
tection offered  by  "dime  store"  and  high  priced  helmets  in  street  accidents.  The 
degree  of  protection  is  apparently  dependent  on  how  much  the  helmet  covers,  not 
how  much  it  costs.  In  Dr.  Hurt's  words: 

"If  you  value  your  brains,  get  a full-face  and  protect  your  good 
looks  as  well.  A helmet less  head  on  a pavement  is  like  a water- 
melon. I don't  need  to  carry  the  analogy  further." 


2 . Helmets  as  a Cause  of  Death  and  Injury 

Russ  Sanford,  in  a opinion  article  entitled  "Your  Government  is 
Trying  to  Kill  You!"  published  in  the  August,  1973,  issue  of  Road  Rider  maga- 
zine, states: 

"Statistically,  it  can  be  proven  that  the  wearing  of  a motorcycle 

helmet  is  more  apt  to  kill  you  than  it  is  to  save  your  life." 

Mr.  Sanford's  proof,  facts  and  conclusions  following  this  pronouncement  consist 
primarily  of  manipulations  of  mass  accident  data  from  several  states.  As  stated 
in  the  Data  Background  Section  (I.C)  above,  the  use  of  mass  accident  data  to 
reach  conclusions  concerning  helmet  effectiveness  or  ineffectiveness  is  in- 
appropriate irrespective  of  the  pro  or  con  position.  Among  the  problems 
associated  with  the  use  of  this  data  is  the  recording  of  the  cause  of  death  by 
Medical  Examiners.  The  expertise  of  County  Medical  Examiners  and/or  Coroners 
varies  considerably  between  counties  and  states.  It  is  not  uncommon  for  only 
the  most  obvious  to  be  recorded  particularly  in  summaries.  In  any  case,  in- 
depth  studies  of  motorcycle  fatalities,  previously  discussed,  have  shown  that 
the  motorcyclist  fatality  is  often  the  result  of  trauma  to  more  than  one  parti- 
cular area  of  the  body.  Statistics,  such  as  those  cited  by  Sanford,  are  therefore 
suspect  when  individual  categories  (i.e.  head  injuries,  neck  injuries,  etc.)  sum 
up  to  only  100%,  rather  than  the  expected  figure  of  over  100%  indicating  multiple 
fatal  trauma.  The  study  by  Hight,  et  al  states,  "Non-ejected  occupants 
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will  often  sustain  two  or  more  fatal  lesions  from  very  high  deceleration  rates 
encountered  by  direct  body  contact  with  the  sides  of  veliicles".  For  example, 
the  percentages  of  severe  and  fatal  injuries  observed  for  the  total  non-ejection 
cases  were  as  follows: 


Head,  face,  brain 

53% 

Neck,  shoulder 

0% 

Thorax 

31% 

Arms 

11% 

Abdomen 

23% 

Lumbar  region 

3% 

Pelvic  girdle 

11% 

Legs 

33% 

Whole  body 

0% 

Total 

165% 

Note  that  the  sum  is  considerably  above  100%.  Similar,  though  somewhat  less 
frequent  multiple  trauma  was  found  for  ejected  and  deflected  motorcyclists.  Note 
also  that  in  this  category,  which  included  both  helmeted  and  non-helmeted 
operators,  the  incidence  of  serious  or  fatal  neck  Injuries  was  zero. 

Anti-helmet  literature  places  much  emphasis  upon  an  article  appearing 
in  U.S.  Navy  Medicine,  by  CDR.  E.  J.  Colangelo,  MC  USN,  reporting  on  a fatality 
attributed  to  an  aviator’s  helmet  striking  an  object  upon  ejection.  Ed  Armstrong 
quotes  a sentence  from  this  report  defining  "The  Hangman's  Noose  Analogy”  and 
briefly  summarizes  the  injuries  received.  Unfortunately,  others  have  quoted 
only  the  analogy  without  further  explanation.  The  relationship  of  CDR  Colangelo' s 
observation  of  one  incident  in  aviation  to  the  helmet  issue  is  not  certain. 

There  is  no  question  that  there  is  risk  involved  in  the  improper 
wearing  or  maintenance  of  the  motorcycle  helmet.  A helmet  which  does  not  fit 
properly  or  is  worn  with  a loose  chin  strap  can  be  ineffective  in  preventing 
Injury  and  can  itself  contribute  to  injury.  Citing  several  accidents  in  which 
a helmet,  Improperly  worn,  contributed  to  injuries,  those  opposing  helmet  laws 
have  in  some  cases  presented  these  as  a reason  for  not  wearing  helmets.  Such 
arguments  are,  of  course,  illogical  and  spurious  in  that  the  same  can  be  said 
for  any  protective  equipment  and  the  motorcycle  itself.  The  improper  use  of 
anything  generally  entails  some  risk  of  some  kind. 

Improper  maintenance  of  a helmet  can  also  contribute  to  ineffectiveness 
and  give  the  appearance  that  injury  was  caused  by  or  in  spite  of  the  helmet.  One 
particularly  common  case  of  improper  care  noted  by  Dr.  Hurt’s  study  has  been 
dubbed  "Sissy-bar  damage”,  and  is  caused  by  improperly  jamming  the  helmet 
on  the  top  of  a U-shaped  bar  extending  upward  from  the  rear  of  the  cycle.  This 
type  of  improper  storage  crushes  the  rigid  foam  lining  found  in  many  helmets. 

Once  crushed,  the  helmet  loses  most  of  its  effectiveness  in  the  area.  Dr.  Hurt 
also  states  that  in  the  approximately  500  accidents  investigated  by  the  team 
there  has  been  no  instance  of  helmet-caused  accident  or  injury. 

Ed  Armstrong  attempts  to  prove  that  helmets  kill  because  the  U.S.  DOT 
concentrated  on  helmets  and  helmet  laws  instead  of  requiring  training.  This 
argument  has  no  real  bearing  on  the  worth  of  helmets,  per  se,  and  will  not  be 
discussed  further. 

At  a recent  (April  14,  1977)  conference  of  the  American  Medical 
Association,  called  specifically  to  review  and  discuss  the  Medical  Aspects  of 
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Head  Protection  for  Cyclists,  the  following  conclusions  were  published  in  a 
draft  report  issued  May  10,  1977.  (See  Appendix  C-2) : 

1.  "There  is  no  evidence  to  indicate  that  motorcycles  cause  the 
spinal  injuries  that  are  occasionally  found  in  helmeted  cycles." 
"...  cervical  spine  injuries  are  possible,  whether  or  not  the 
cyclist  is  wearing  a helmet,  depending  on  the  circumstances  of 
the  accident,  but  helmets  do  not  of  themselves  contribute  to  or 
worsen  the  injury. 

2.  "Based  on  the  evidence,  the  likelihood  of  neck  injury  caused  by 
the  helmet  is  almost  impossible." 

3.  "Clinical  examination  of  cases  involving  clavicle  injuries 
indicates  that  these  result  from  the  elbow  or  arm  impacting 
with  an  exterior  object,  thus  forcing  a transfer  of  energy 
to  the  clavicle.  The  injury  patterns  in  these  cases  show 
clearly  that  such  injuries  could  not  be  caused  by  the  helmet." 

4.  "There  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  a helmet, 
if  properly  fitted  and  properly  worn,  causes  head  or  neck 
injury  as  a result  of  head  rotation.  Rotation  of  the  helmet 
itself  on  certain  types  of  impact  was  considered.  This  sit- 
uation can  be  a problem  in  identifying  injury  attenuation, 
because  in  some  cases,  it  may  appear  that  the  helmet  caused 

the  injury,  when,  in  fact,  the  helmet  rotated,  exposing  the  head 
to  injury,  and  then  rotated  back  to  cover  the  injury.  This 
may  occur  when  the  chin  strap  is  worn  loosely  or  is  unfastened. 

5.  "There  was  consensus  that  the  chin  strap,  as  presently  designed, 
is  not  a causative  factor  in  neck  injury,  if  properly  worn." 

"...  there  is  evidence  to  show  that,  even  at  a breaking  strength 
in  excess  of  600  pounds,  which  is  greater  than  the  force  experi- 
enced in  motorcycle  crashes,  the  most  significant  injury  will  be 
a minor  abrasion." 


3.  Helmets  as  a Cause  of  Accidents 


A number  of  hypotheses  have  been  stated  as  reasons  why  helmets  cause 
accidents.  These  include  limitations  of  vision  and  hearing,  helmet  weight 
causing  fatigue,  and  a sense  of  false  security  instilled  by  helmet  use. 

No  evidence  relating  to  actual  crash  experience  is  presented 
to  support  these  claims.  In  the  latter  two  cases,  no  evidence  at  all  is  presented, 
merely  the  hypotheses.  In  the  case  of  vision  and  hearing  limitations,  Ed 
Armstrong  performed  several  admittedly  "back-yard"  tests  of  both  hearing  and 
vision  limitations.  In  the  vision  test  Mr.  Armstrong  found  that  "..  that  for 
me,  with  my  helmet,  there  was  essentially  no  loss  of  peripheral  vision".  How- 
ever, he  then  concluded  that  "The  rider  must  decide  if  he  wishes  to  risk  wearing 
an  accident-provoking  partial  blinder  for  whatever  protection  it  may  offer  after 
an  accident  has  occurred".  His  conclusion  does  not  appear  to  match  his  obser- 
vation. 


A study  of  the  visual  limitations  on  subjects  in  a fixed  head  position 
was  conducted  by  Gordon  and  Price  for  NHTSA.  Their  conclusion  was  that  although 
some  limitation  was  present,  all  helmets  tested  exceeded  140  degrees  total 
"peripheral"  view  in  the  horizontal  plane. 
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Some  concern  has  been  expressed  over  the  effects  of  head  movements 
and  these  small  vision  limitations.  Several  things,  however,  should  work  toward 
negating  any  theoretical  problems  which  might  exist.  First,  the  use  of  rear- 
view mirrors  is  recommended  on  motorcycles.  While  it  is  true  that  the  motorcyclist 
has  potentially  a much  less  impeded  visual  field  than  the  common  passenger  vehicle 
or  truck,  the  motorcyclist  can  gain  increased  observation  time  and  space 
with  a mirror  by  eliminating  the  time  to  turn  his  head  to  the  rear  and  return 
to  the  forward  position.  This  extra  time  could  be  significant  in  preventing 
rear-end  encounters  in  heavy  traffic. 

Second,  it  has  been  found  in  the  on-going  in-depth  accident  investi- 
gation studies  conducted  by  the  University  of  Southern  California  that  the  great 
majority  of  crashes  occur  well  within  the  40  degree  field  of  vision  directly  in 
front  of  the  motorcyclist.  This  tends  to  confirm  the  findings  of  Newman  and 
Webster  in  which  only  1.5%  of  the  accidents  observed  involved  a vehicle  striking 
the  motorcycle  from  the  rear  and  a maximum  of  17.5%  involved  a vehicle  to  the 
side  (sideswipe)  with  the  relative  position  of  the  motorcycle  and  other  vehicle 
not  stated. 

The  conclusion  of  the  American  Medical  Association  Conference  is: 

"Should  the  field  of  vision  be  extended  in  present  day  helmets?  The 
group  felt  that  such  extention  would  add  to  the  injury  rate;  since 
it  would  be  necessary  to  cut  away  a larger  amount  of  the  helmet, 
thus  affording  less  protection  to  the  crucial  upper  facial  and 
temporal  areas." 

Hearing  tests  performed  by  Mr.  Ed  Armstrong  in  his  backyard  produced 
a similar  conclusion  as  those  conducted  at  The  Speech  and  Hearing  Clinic  of  the 
University  of  Utah  cited  by  Mr.  Armstrong.  Both  concluded  that  the  helmet 
reduced  the  ability  to  hear  noises  and  the  ability  to  accurately  detect  the 
location  of  the  noise.  Unfortunately  both  tests  were  conducted  in  the  absence 
of  any  ambient  noise  levels  which  does  not  accurately  portray  the  environment 
in  which  the  helmet  is  actually  used. 

Further  tests  conducted  by  the  University  of  Utah  after  Mr.  Armstrong's 
article  in  the  April  1976  issue  of  Traffic  Safety  magazine,  have  concluded  that 
by  reducing  the  noise  produced  by  air  flow  around  the  head,  helmets  make  it 
easier  for  the  wearer  to  distinguish  warning  signals  in  traffic  (see  Appendix  C.3). 
These  later  studies  confirm  theoretical  work  done  by  Henderson  for  NHTSA  which 
pointed  out  that  "...  with  reference  to  any  other  sound  of  potential  interest  to 
a motorcycle  rider,  the  critical  factor  in  determining  whether  or  not  the  sound 
will  be  heard  is  the  amount  of  masking  noise  generated  by  the  motorcycle,  not 
whether  the  driver  wears  a helmet". 

Returning  to  the  fatigue  and  over-confidence  Issues,  the  American 
Medical  Association  Conference  concluded  that: 

"The  possibility  of  rider  fatigue  caused  by  strained  neck  muscles 
resulting  from  heavier  helmets  was  raised.  It  was  pointed  out 
that  it  is  important  for  a motorcyclist  to  move  his  head  back 
and  forth  continually  to  stay  abreast  of  the  changing  traffic 
environment,  but  the  helmet  weight  is  not  sufficient  to  cause  a 
significant  accident  potential.  In  addition,  although  we  do  not 
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know  of  any  research  to  document  the  effects  of  heavier  vs.  lighter 
helmets,  there  are  numerous  case  studies  and  personal  interviews 
indicating  that  riders  are  able  to  accommodate  easily  to  any  helmet 
within  a several  pound  differential,  and  do  not  experience  problems 
directly  related  to  helmet  weight." 

Dr.  Hurt,  in  his  USC  study,  has  found  very  little  evidence  of  risk- 
taking by  the  motorcyclist  as  a contribution  to  cycle  accidents.  Other  than 
this  Incomplete  report,  there  is  no  evidence  to  support  or  deny  the  over-confi- 
dence hypothesis. 


B.  ON  THE  EFFECTS  OF  MANDATORY  HELMET  LAWS 


Generally  both  sides  of  the  Helmet  Law  controversy  have  leaned  heavily 
on  mass  accident  data  and  registration  figures.  As  discussed  in  section  I,  this 
is  unfortunate  as  the  same  data  are  used  by  both  sides  to  "prove"  or  "disprove" 
their  respective  points  by  varying  or  expanding  upon  the  data  investigations. 

Much  of  the  information  reviewed  for  this  report  consists  of  critiques  of  or 
rebuttals  to  NHTSA  data  reports  or  statements  based  on  data  which  is  suggestive 
but  not  conclusive.  In  most  cases,  the  original  NHTSA  statements  were  well 
qualified  with  statements  indicating  that  the  information  was  not  conclusive. 

Many  articles  were  produced  to  rebut  NHTSA  data  releases.  The  rebuttals  generally 
concluded  that  the  changes  in  trends  or  data  were  caused  by  other  factors.  In 
most  cases,  the  conclusions  reached  by  those  in  rebuttal  were  not  qualified  but 
were  forvarded  as  facts  and  reasons.  Phrases  such  as  "Totally  explainable", 
"necessary  interpretation",  "real  reason",  "It  is  obvious",  and  similar  state- 
ments have  been  commonly  used  in  conjunction  with  analyses  and  interpretations 
of  data  by  those  opposed  to  helmet  laws.  In  no  case  were  the  explanations 
given  any  more  logical  or  valid  than  those  forwarded  by  NHTSA  or  others  in 
favor  of  the  helmet  laws  and  in  a few  cases  analysis  was  based  on  improper 
manipulation  or  analysis  and  some  conjectures  of  the  data  presented. 

Two  general  effects  of  the  helmet  laws  will  be  discussed.  The  first 
concerns  claims  relating  to  use  of  helmets  and  ridership  and  the  second  to  the 
effects  of  helmet  laws  on  accidents,  injuries  and  fatalities. 

1.  Effects  on  Riders  - The  effect  of  a mandatory  helmet  law  on  the 
use  of  helmets  by  motorcyclists  has  been  demonstrated  by  surveys  and  observations. 
Comparisons  between  states  have  indicated  that,  where  enforced  even  at  relatively 
low  levels,  the  use  of  the  helmet  increases  to  approximately  95%  or  more  of 
those  riding  on  the  streets.  This  compares  to  usage  in  states  never  having  a 
helmet  law  of  approximately  35%  on  a voluntary  basis. 

The  question  of  helmet  usage  is  of  significance  to  the  question  of 
the  effectiveness  of  helmet  laws.  In  almost  every  case  where  mass  accident 
statistics  have  been  used,  the  actual  usage  of  helmets  is  unknown.  Most  before 
and  after  analyses  centering  around  enactment  of  a helmet  law  have  been  conducted 
without  the  benefit  of  information  on  actual  changes  in  wearing  habits.  In 
many  cases  where  estimates  of  wear  before  and  after  have  been  given,  they  have 
been  based  on  a population  of  accidents  only  and  not  a general  population  as  such. 

In  recent  analyses  which  compare  before  and  after  statistics  centered 
around  the  repeal  of  a helmet  law,  actual  helmet  usage  has  likewise  not  been 
considered.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  true  Impact  of  helmet  law  repeal 
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may  not  become  evident  for  several  years  after  the  actual  repeal  of  a law  which 
has  been  in  effect  for  some  length  of  time.  It  is  hypothesized  that  there  is 
a gradual  tapering  off  of  helmet  use  by  the  majority  of  wearers  who  have  become 
accustomed  to  wearing  them  under  a mandatory  helmet  law  which  has  been  enforced. 
If  true,  this  could  have  implications  for  the  measurement  of  the  effects  of 
repeal  and  the  length  of  time  data  should  be  collected  and  analyzed.  It  is 
possible  that  many  cyclists  would  continue  to  wear  helmets  at  least  some 
significant  portion  of  the  time  until  lost  or  damaged. 

A further  confounding  factor  concerning  helmet  use  has  been  observed 
in  the  U.S.C.  study  being  conducted  by  Dr.  Hurt.  In  his  investigations  of 
motorcycle  accidents,  about  90%  of  those  who  were  not  helmeted  at  the  time  of 
their  accident,  stated  that  they  wear  helmets  on  long  trips  and  similar  occasions 
but  not  generally  on  short  jaunts  to  the  store.  If  this  is  a general  pattern, 
the  use  of  mass  accident  statistics  could  be  further  misleading. 

These  problems  will  be  discussed  below  in  regard  to  various  claims 
made  in  relation  to  the  effect  of  helmet  laws  on  accidents  and  motorcyclists 
attitudes . 


A claim  has  been  made  by  members  of  ABATE  that  enactment  of  the 
mandatory  helmet  law  discouraged  ownership  of  and  use  of  motorcycles  in 
Pennsylvania.  The  basis  of  this  claim  is  apparently  the  drop  in  the  rate  of 
motorcycle  registrations  during  the  year  1968,  and  several  of  the  following 
years.  It  has  been  claimed  that  many  riders  did  not  register  or  reregister 
their  motorcycles  because  of  the  requirement  to  wear  helmets.  While  no  evidence 
exists  to  prove  or  refute  this  claim,  there  are  several  alternate  explanations 
for  the  slowing  up  of  registrations.  Among  the  other  factors  which  may  have 
produced  or  contributed  to  the  decrease  in  new  registrations  are  the  enactment 
of  a special  license  and  testing  for  motorcycle  operators  and  several  amendments 
to  the  equipment  provisions  (handlebars,  fenders,  etc.)  which  may  have  made  some 
motorcycles  difficult  to  legally  register  or  pass  inspection.  It  is  highly 
probable  that  these  factors  had  a much  greater  impact  on  the  decision  of  a 
motorcyclist  to  register  his  equipment  than  the  helmet  law  per  se.  This  is 
particularly  true  for  those  whose  intended  use  of  the  motorcycle  was  primarily 
for  "dirt”  or  trail  riding  (recreational  purposes)  where  no  license  or  registration 
would  be  required.  For  this  type  of  rider,  the  extra  effort  and  expense  of  full 
compliance  with  both  operator  and  equipment  requirements  for  street  use  was  probably 
not  worth  the  bother. 

2.  Effect  on  Injuries  and  Fatalities  - Two  general  areas  will  be 
discussed,  the  effect  of  enactment  and  the  effect  of  repeal.  Although  they 
should  be  related,  for  several  reasons  discussed  previously,  they  will  probably 
have  different  types  of  impact,  and  require  different  analysis  and  interpretations. 

Most  claims  relating  to  the  effects  of  enactment  of  mandatory  helmet 
laws  have  been  based  on  retrospective  studies  of  mass  accident  statistics,  i.e. 
aggregates  of  the  numbers  of  fatal  and  injury  accidents  and/or  fatalities  and 
injuries  involving  motorcycles.  Several  examples  of  this  type  of  study  and  the 
conclusions  drawn  will  be  discussed.  NHTSA,  ABATE,  the  American  Motorcyclist 
Association  and  others  have  used  aggregates  and  comparisons  of  state  statistics 
to  demonstrate  positive  effects,  no  effects  or  negative  effects  on  the  accident 
rates.  Most  studies  suffer  from  the  same  errors  of  assumption  and  uncertainties. 

One  primary  factor  which  makes  such  comparisons  tenuous  is  the  lack  of  uniformity 
of  definitions  and  techniques  used  among  states.  The  use  of  Fatal  Crash  Rates, 
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whether  compared  to  motorcycle  registrations  or  total  motorcycle  accidents  is 
complicated  by  the  differences  in  defining  or  reporting  a fatal  motorcycle 
accident.  Some  states  consider  any  crash  or  accident  involving  a motorcycle  in 
which  a fatality  occurred  a fatal  motorcycle  accident.  This  would  include  accidents 
in  which  a person  other  than  a motorcyclist  was  killed.  Other  states  consider 
fatal  motorcycle  accidents  as  those  in  which  a motorcyclist  was  killed.  Attempts 
to  adjust  for  this  and  other  types  of  inconsistent  reporting  involve  the  use  of 
broad  assumptions  and  estimates  which  tend  to  detract  from  the  validity  of  the 
conclusions  drawn  from  the  analyses.  As  an  example  - a staff  memorandum  published 
by  NHTSA  (DOT  HS  820-097,  December  1970)  compared  aggregate  fatal  crash  rates  per 
10,000  registered  motorcycles  for  states  with  and  without  helmet  laws  over  the 
period  1966-1970.  The  memorandum  concluded  that  states  with  a helmet  law  in 
effect  experienced  a 20.8%  reduction  in  the  fatal  accident  rate  while  those  without 
helmet  laws  experienced  only  a 12.2%  reduction.  Given  the  number  of  assumptions 
and  estimates  used  in  arriving  at  these  figures,  a determination  of  their  accuracy 
would  be  conjecture,  at  best. 

On  the  other  hand,  analyses  performed  by  anti-helmet  law  groups,  such 
as  ABATE  and  the  American  Motorcyclists  Association  suffer  from  similar  deficiencies. 
For  example,  an  undated  (probably  mid  1976)  paper  of  the  American  Motorcyclist 
Association  entitled,  "Factors  to  be  Considered  in  Connection  with  Legislation 
Repealing  Mandatory  Motorcycle  Helmet  Laws"  (See  Appendix  B.2)  forwards  a before 
and  after  analysis  of  18  states  which  enacted  helmet  laws.  The  analysis  was 
limited  to  18  states  in  an  attempt  to  eliminate  some  of  the  variables  between 
states.  At  least  one  of  the  states  chosen  (Pennsylvania)  was  selected  in  error 
as  information  concerning  actual  motorcyclist  deaths  was  not  available  in  the 
"before"  period,  only  fatal  accidents  involving  motorcycles.  The  analysis  was 
made  based  on  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  fatalities  per  100  motorcycle  accidents 
("f/lOOa").  A number  of  techniques  were  used  to  attempt  to  limit  the  variability 
including  the  elimination  of  states  which  did  not  have  at  least  three  full  years 
of  helmet  law  and  dropping  the  year  of  enactment  if  the  effective  date  was  other 
than  the  first  day  of  the  year.  Further,  an  attempt  was  made  to  eliminate  those 
states  which  "changed  recording  procedures  (from  rural  accidents  only  to  urban 
and  rural,  for  example)  or  that  rounded  off  or  estimated  figures"  etc. 

The  techniques  used  and  analysis  made  in  the  American  Motorcyclist 
Association  study  should  have  produced  an  excellent  indication  (not  proof)  of 
the  effects  of  the  helmet  law  enactment.  Unfortunately , at  least  one  very 
important  variable  was  apparently  not  considered  when  selecting  the  base  of 
the  rate  (l.e.  total  motorcycle  accidents).  While  changes  in  "recording" 
procedures  were  eliminated,  there  was  apparently  no  consideration  given  to 
changes  in  "reporting"  requirements  in  the  states  selected  for  analysis. 

Therefore,  a review  of  the  laws  of  the  18  states  determined  that  17  of  the  18 
had  significant  changes  in  the  level  of  reporting  required  during  the  period 
of  analysis.  A change  in  the  level  of  reporting  can  produce  significant  changes 
in  the  total  number  of  accidents  from  year  to  year  and  over  the  period  of 
analysis.  For  example,  the  state  of  New  Hampshire  changed  accident  reporting 
levels  at  least  twice  since  enactment  of  their  helmet  law.  Prior  to  1971  only 
accidents  Involving  damage  of  over  $50  were  required  to  be  reported;  between 
1971  and  1973  the  lower  limit  was  $100;  and  in  1973  the  level  was  again  raised 
to  $300.  Oregon  changed  reporting  in  1969  from  "any"  accident  to  only  those 
over  $200  property  damage  making  "before  and  after"  enactment  comparisons 
invalid  if  based  on  total  reported  accidents. 
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A further  problem  with  this  analysis  is  the  uncertainty  of  the  type 
of  law  in  effect.  At  least  three  of  the  states  included  in  the  analysis  had 
helmet  laws  limited  by  the  age  of  the  motorcyclist,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  to 
those  under  21  years  of  age  and  New  Mexico  to  those  under  18  years  of  age 
holding  a restricted  license.  Kansas  eliminated  the  age  restriction  in  1972 
as  did  New  Mexico  in  1973.  The  age  limit  in  Oklahoma  remains  unchanged.  The 
numerical  effects  of  including  these  three  states  in  the  analysis  cannot  be 
determined.  At  any  rate,  their  inclusion  is  inappropriate  because  for  most 
of  the  comparison  period  they  were  not  truly,  full  "helmet  law"  states. 

A fourth  state  included  (Nebraska)  is  probably  not  a true  "helmet  law" 
state.  Although  a law  is  in  effect  in  Nebraska,  it  is  obvious  from  surveys  con- 
ducted by  the  Nebraska  Department  of  Roads  that  the  law  is  not  really  being 
enforced.  In  a population  of  481  motorcycle  accident  victims  surveyed  (1974) 

70%  were  not  wearing  helmets. 

The  analysis  by  the  American  Motorcyclist  Association  illustrates 
the  apparent  futility  of  the  use  of  mass  accident  data  to  reach  conclusions 
about  specific  actions  dealing  with  a segment  of  the  accident  picture.  Despite 
considerable  efforts  to  eliminate  variables  and  the  use  of  apparently  valid 
statistics  and  techniques,  the  numerical  results  are  still  highly  questionable 
and  the  conclusions  unwarranted. 

A different  type  of  study,  performed  by  Rich  Halverson  (Appendix  B.2) 
and  using  both  Pennsylvania  and  U.  S.  accident  statistics,  attempts  to  demonstrate 
that  any  decrease  in  the  Pennsylvania  motorcyclist  fatality  (or  fatal  accident) 
and  injury  (or  injury  accident)  rates  is  the  result  of  Increases  and  decreases  in 
the  number  of  inexperienced  riders  and  not  the  helmet  law.  The  technique  used  is 
to  compare  percentage  changes  in  registrations  to  percentage  changes  in  acci- 
dents. While  the  initial  hypothesis,  (i.e.  that  the  number  of  Inexperienced 
operators  should  affect  the  number  of  accidents)  is  probably  a good  choice  for 
examination,  Mr.  Halverson  has  not  presented  valid  information  to  demonstrate 
that  this,  in  fact,  has  occurred  in  Pennsylvania  or  the  U.  S.  in  general.  Some 
validity  is  lost  in  the  use  of  changes  in  registrations  as  a proxy  measure  for 
the  number  of  inexperienced  operators.  This  is  necessary,  however,  because  of 
a lack  of  information  on  the  actual  number  of  motorcycle  operators  in  Pennsylvania. 

Of  far  more  significance  to  the  validity  of  conclusions  is  the  improper 
use  of  percentages  of  annual  change  as  a measure  or  rate.  An  examination  of  the 
data  from  which  the  percentages  were  calculated  indicates  the  flaw  in  this 
approach  (Table  1).  For  registrations,  an  Increase  of  about  58%  is  shown  for 
1964  to  1965  and  an  increase  of  about  26%  to  27%  for  1972  to  1973  and  1973  to 
1974.  The  actual  number  increases  for  these  periods  were  27 , 900  for  1964  to 
1965,  47 , 954  for  1972  to  1973  and  61,582  for  the  period  1973  to  1974.  The 
period  of  1973  to  1974  was  the  largest  annual  numerical  increase  in  registered 
motorcycles  during  the  years  1961  through  1976.  Yet  Mr.  Halverson  states  that 
the  "motorcycle  registration  rate  peaked  at  an  all  time  high  in  the  mid  ’60's". 
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TABLE  I 


Comparison  of  Annual  Increases  in  Motorcycle  Registrations 

and  Fatal  Accidents 


Motorcycle 

Registrations 


Corresponding 


Approx.  Percent 
Increase* 
and  Year 

Actual 

Numerical 

Increase** 

Increase  or 
(Decrease)  in 

Fatal  Accidents** 

Fatal  Accident 
Rate  Per  1,000 

New  Registrations 

14%  (1963) 

3,901 

13 

3.33 

15%  (1967) 

13,164 

25 

1.90 

(1968) 

13,739 

2 

0.15 

18%  (1966) 

13,260 

20 

1.46 

(1975) 

54,190 

16 

0.30 

22%  (1972) 

32,141 

25 

0.78 

26%  (1973) 

47,954 

35 

0.73 

27%  (1974) 

61,582 

(8) 

Negative  ?? 

30%  (1971) 

34,739 

14 

0.40 

35%  (1964) 

12,477 

(6) 

Negative?? 

58%  (1965) 

27,900 

39 

1.40 

*from  Mr.  Halverson's  Graph  (Appendix  C.2) 

**from  Summary  of  Pennsylvania  Motorcycle  Data  (Appendix  A) 


He  then  states  that  the  rate  has  "leveled  off".  The  same  problem  exists  in  the 
use  of  percentage  changes  of  fatalities  (or  fatal  accidents).  Where  Mr.  Halverson 
shows  an  increase  in  the  fatal  accident  rate  of  approximately  90%  in  the  1964  to 
1965  period,  the  actual  figures  are  20  accidents  in  1964  and  59  fatal  accidents 
in  1965,  an  increase  of  39  fatal  accidents  as  compared  to  an  increase  of  approximately 
28,000  registrations.  In  the  1973  to  1974  period,  there  was  a DECREASE  of  8 fatal 
accidents  compared  to  an  INCREASE  of  over  61,500  registrations. 

An  attempt  has  been  made  to  correlate  the  numerical  change  in  fatal 
motorcycle  accidents  with  the  numerical  change  in  motorcycle  registrations  (Table  1 

and  Figure  1) . As  can  be  seen  in  the  plot  of  changes  in  fatal  accidents 
vs.  changes  in  registrations,  no  definitive  pattern  exists,  particularly  in  the 
period  after  1968.  This  could  suggesc  that  separate  licensing  and  testing  has 
has  some  positive  effect  on  fatal  accidents;  or  that  helmets  had  some  positive 
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effects  on  fatal  accidents;  or  a combination  of  both  plus  some  other  factors  such 
as  physical  improvements  to  the  highway  environment.  The  available  data  is, 
however,  insufficient  to  justify  any  conclusions  and  the  actual  influence  of 
any  or  all  of  these  and  other  factors  on  Pennsylvania  motorcycle  fatalities 
remains  conjecture. 

Even  when  separate  bodies  of  statistics  are  available  for  motorcycle 
accidents,  it  is  rare  that  sufficient  information  is  available  to  accurately 
assess  the  effect  of  enacting  helmet  laws.  Cause  of  death  is  infrequently 
available  within  accident  reports  and  even  when  available,  may  be  stated  in  less 
than  precise  terms.  One  study,  conducted  by  neighboring  New  Jersey,  has  been 
recently  reported.  The  study  uses  eleven  years  of  data  (1965-1975)  including 
three  years  prior  to  enactment  of  the  helmet  law  (1975-67)  and  eight  years  after 
(1968-75).  The  helmet  law  became  effective  January  1,  1968.  Detailed  analysis 
from  source  documents  was  made  of  477  fatal  motorcycle  accidents  in  which  477 
riders  were  killed.  Table  2 lists  pertinent  data  for  the  study  periods.  As 
noted,  the  death  rate  for  motorcyclists  decreased  significantly  during  the 
period  following  enactment  of  the  helmet  law. 


TABLE  2 

NEW  JERSEY  MOTORCYCLE  LICENSED  DRIVERS 
FATALITIES,  INJURIES  AND  RATES 
1965-1975 


Motorcycle 
Lie.  Dr. 
(1,000) 

Motorcycle 

Riders 

Killed 

Motorcycle 
Fatalities  Per 
(10,000  Lie.  Dr.) 

Motorcycle 

Riders 

Inj  ured 

Motorcycle 
Injuries  Per 
(10,000  Lie.  Dr.) 

1965 

28.0 

22 

7.9 

1,097 

391.8 

1966 

38.1 

46 

12.1 

1,578 

414.2 

1967 

45.6 

36 

7.9 

1,475 

323.5 

Motorcycle  Safety  Helmet,  Inspection-Effective  January  1,  1968 


1968 

49.3 

29 

5.9 

950 

192.7 

1969 

55.6 

30 

5.4 

1,157 

208.1 

1970 

70.9 

46 

6.5 

1,613 

227.5 

1971 

86.1 

45 

5.2 

2,080 

241.6 

1972 

100.5 

69 

6.9 

2,447 

243.5 

1973 

113.1 

58 

5.1 

2,488 

220.0 

1974 

131.0 

54 

4.1 

2,600 

198.5 

1975 

142.1 

42 

3.0 

2,753 

193.7 

TOTALS  477  20,238 

Further  investigation  was  conducted  into  the  cause  of  death  in  the 
New  Jersey  study.  Table  3 lists  the  results  of  this  investigation. 
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1965  - 1975  CAUSE  OF  DEATH 


TABLE  3 

NEW  JERSEY  MOTORCYCLE  RIDERS  KILLED 
BY  CAUSE  OF  DEATH 
1965-1975 


Cause  of  Death  % Head 


Head  Inj  ury 

Other* 

Injury  Deaths 

1965-1967 

69 

26 

72.6 

(No  helmets  used) 

1968-1975 

157 

167 

48.5 

(Helmets  used) 


*Other  indicates  the  injury  was  due  to  other  causes  such  as  crushed 
chest,  ruptured  spleen,  bleeding,  etc. 


From  the  results,  it  was  concluded  that  the  incidence  of  fatal  head  Injuries 
without  the  helmet  law  would  have  continued  to  be  1%  times  greater  than 
actually  occurred.  The  conclusions  of  the  New  Jersey  study  are  as  follows: 

"A.  Conclusions.  During  the  eleven  year  period  (1965  to  1975), 
covered  by  this  study,  the  number  of  licensed  motorcyclists  in  New  Jersey 
Increased  rapidly.  During  this  period,  many  highway  safety  programs  such  as 
driver  education  for  motorcyclists,  driver  licensing  and  registration  and 
Improved  roads,  offered  a substantial  long-term  benefit  for  the  motorcyclists. 
However,  the  single  most  effective  direct  activity  undertaken  by  the  state  to 
combat  the  rising  number  of  motorcycle  rider  fatalities  and  injuries,  was  the 
motorcycle  safety  law  that  became  effective  January  1,  1968. 

"The  mandatory  motorcycle  safety  law  has  had  a very  direct  positive 
result  on  the  reduction  of  motorcycle  rider  fatalities  and  Injuries  in  the 
state  over  the  eight  year  period  during  which  the  law  was  in  full  effect.  The 
death  rate  was  reduced  from  an  average  of  9.3  fatalities  for  every  10,000 
motorcycle  driver  during  the  period  before  the  law  was  in  effect  to  an  average 
of  5.3  fatalities  after  the  establishment  of  the  law.  This  is  a saving  of  4.0 
fatalities  for  every  10,000  motorcycle  drivers,  or  an  estimated  saving  of 
approximately  40  lives  in  the  eight  year  period.  Likewise,  the  injury  rate 
was  reduced  from  an  average  of  376.5  rider  injuries  for  every  10,000  drivers 
before  the  law  was  in  effect  to  an  average  of  215.7  after  the  establishment 
of  the  law.  This  is  a saving  of  160.8  injuries  for  every  10,000  drivers,  or 
an  estimated  saving  of  approximately  30,000  Injuries  during  the  eight  year 
period. 


"The  "cause  of  death"  analysis  of  motorcycle  rider  fatalities,  over 
the  eleven  years,  shows  that  the  non-helmeted  motorcycle  riders  received  fatal 
head  injuries  one  and  one-half  times  more  often  than  helmeted  riders;  a strong 
indication  that  the  motorcycle  safety  helmet  reduces  the  frequency  of  head 
injury  fatalities. 
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"The  only  substantial  and  direct  factors  introduced  in  New  Jersey 
during  the  time  of  this  study,  were  the  use  of  tlie  motorcycle  iielmets  and  the 
requirement  for  inspection  of  all  motorcycles.  Most  of  tlie  reduction  ol 
fatalities  and  injuries  substantiated  in  this  study  Is  attributed  to  tliesi' 
two  factors.” 

Of  further  interest  and  of  direct  bearing  on  the  helmet  law  issue  is 
the  age  of  motorcyclists  killed.  Table  4 is  reproduced  from  the  New  Jersey 
report  and  portrays  a pattern  similar  to  that  found  in  Pennsylvania  and  most 
other  states: 

TABLE  4 

NEW  JERSEY  MOTORCYCLE  RIDER 
FATALITIES  BY  AGE 
1965-1975 

(YEAR) 


AGE 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

75 

TOTAL 

17 

3 

4 

2 

5 

2 

4 

6 

8 

6 

11 

2 

53 

18 

1 

8 

4 

2 

4 

4 

2 

7 

4 

3 

2 

41 

19 

1 

4 

3 

1 

4 

6 

6 

4 

5 

6 

8 

48 

20 

2 

4 

4 

1 

0 

5 

4 

9 

10 

4 

2 

45 

21-30 

12 

18 

16 

13 

16 

15 

18 

34 

25 

22 

19 

208 

31-40 

1 

3 

5 

3 

1 

4 

7 

6 

6 

5 

7 

48 

Over  40 

2 

5 

2 

4 

3 

8 

2 

1 

2 

3 

2 

34 

TOTAL 

22 

46 

36 

29 

30 

46 

45 

69 

55 

54 

42 

477 

Source  Files  - Bureau  of  Accident  Records,  New  Jersey  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation. All  useable  motorcycle  fatal  crashes. 


As  can  be  seen,  a significant  portion  of  the  fatalities  over  the 
eleven  year  period  were  adults.  89%  of  the  fatalities  were  age  18  or  older  and 
61%  were  age  21  or  older.  This  pattern  is  consistent  over  the  entire  period. 

It  is,  therefore,  difficult  to  assess  the  potential  impact  of  limiting 
the  helmet  mandate  to  those  under  the  age  of  18  years.  It  could  be  speculated, 
however,  that  limiting  the  helmet  law  to  only  those  under  18  years  old  would 
produce  an  effect  on  motorcycle  fatalities  which  would  be  little  different  then 
total  repeal,  as  less  than  11%  of  the  fatality  ages  would  be  covered. 

Another  study,  similar  to  that  conducted  by  New  Jersey,  was  made  in 
conjunction  with  enactment  of  the  helmet  law  in  Australia  (Brisbane).  This 
study  also  confirmed  a 1/3  reduction  in  major  head  Injuries  after  enactment 
(Table  5). 
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TABLE  5 


STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 
HELMET  USE  AND  HEAD  INJURY 
BEFORE  AND  AFTER  MANDATORY  HELMET  USE  LEGISLATION 


Pre-Legislation 

Post-Legislation 

Group  1 

Group  2 Group  3 

No.  of  Persons 

151 

38 

65 

No.  of  Helmets  Used 

25 

34 

63 

Rate  of  Wear 

16.6% 

81.1% 

96.9% 

Major  Head  Injury 

44 

6 

13 

% of  Group  Total 

29.1% 

15.7% 

20.0% 

Minor  Head  Injury 

58 

11 

23 

% of  Group  Total 

38.4% 

28.9% 

35.4% 

Other  studies  of  fatalities  and  head  injuries  before  and  after  helmet  law 
enactment  (i.e.  Victoria,  Australia,  1964;  New  York  State  1969;  and  Washington 
State  1969)  drew  similar  conclusions. 

Some  further  studies  were  conducted  comparing  several  states  with  and 
without  helmet  laws.  These  studies  concluded  through  use  of  fatality  rates  and 
other  data  that  head  injury  severity  was  less  in  those  states  which  enacted  and 
enforced  a mandatory  helmet  law.  Some  uncontrolled  variables  in  the  methods  of 
collecting  data  and  analysis  preclude  drawing  definite  conclusions  from  other 
studies.  They  are  highly  suggestive  of  the  effectiveness  of  helmet  laws  in 
reducing  head-injury  fatalities  in  motorcyclists. 

The  question  of  the  effect  of  repeal  of  mandatory  helmet  laws  on 
fatalities  and  serious  injuries  cannot  be  answered  conclusively  at  this  time. 

There  are  data  which  suggest  that  a significant  increase  in  fatalities  will 

occur  after  repeal  of  a state's  mandatory  helmet  law.  Preliminary  analysis  of 

motorcycle  deaths  in  six  states  which  repealed  helmet  laws  in  early  1976  indicated 
an  average  20%  increase  in  motorcycle  fatalities  over  the  same  period  in  1975  when 
the  laws  were  in  effect.  Two  of  the  six  states  reported  a reduction  in  fatalities 
(Arizona  and  Oklahoma)  while  four  states  (Iowa,  Kansas,  Connecticut,  and  Rhode 
Island)  reported  substantial  increases.  Data  for  Rhode  Island,  Connecticut  and 
Kansas  are  contained  in  Appendix  A.  It  can  be  seen  that  Kansas  experienced  an 
increase  of  40%  in  motorcycle  fatal  accidents,  Rhode  Island  a 70%  increase  in 
motorcycle  fatalities,  and  Connecticut  an  increase  of  34%  in  motorcycle  fatalities. 

During  the  same  period  (1976)  Pennsylvania  has  experienced  a significant 
decrease  in  motorcycle  fatalities  which  continued  through  the  first  three  months 
of  1977. 


As  previously  discussed,  the  true  effects  of  repeal  of  a mandatory 
helmet  law  may  not  be  measurable  on  a short  term  basis.  It  is  therefore,  difficult 
to  predict  whether  the  trends  in  the  six  states  discussed  will  continue,  increase 
or  decrease.  A total  of  about  18  states  have  repealed  helmet  laws,  to  date. 
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Studies  are  underway  in  most  of  the  repeal  states  which  should  measure  the 
impact.  Preliminary  results  will  probably  not  be  available  until  at  least  the 
early  part  of  1978.  Overall  effects  may  not  surface  until  1979  or  later. 

A detailed  historical  study  of  the  effect  of  enactment  of  mandatory 
helmet  law  in  Pennsylvania  is  not  possible  because  of  the  unavailability  of 
source  documents.  An  examination  of  the  data  available  (motorcycle  fatalities, 
registrations,  etc.)  does  indicate  that  a marked  deviation  of  the  motorcycle 
fatality  trend  occurred  coincidental  with  enactment  of  the  helmet  law  in  1968. 
The  assignment  of  specific  cause  (or  causes)  to  this  decrease  is  not  possible. 


C.  CONSTITUTIONALITY  OF  HELMET  LAWS 


The  constitutionality  of  helmet  laws  was  discussed  in  Traffic  Laws 
Commentary , Vol.  1,  No.  4,  August,  1972. 

"Unlike  other  traffic  laws  which  are  clearly  Intended  to  prevent 
accidents  and  thus  afford  protection  to  the  person  and  to  the  general  public, 
laws  requiring  the  use  of  motorcycle  helmets  appear  to  afford  protection  only 
for  the  person  who  is  compelled  to  wear  the  helmet.  Essentially  on  this  basis, 
the  constitutionality  of  motorcycle  helmet  laws  has  been  challenged  in  almost 
all  jurisdictions  where  such  laws  have  been  enacted.  These  challenges  have 
been  largely  unsuccessful,  however.  Opponents  of  the  laws  have  consistently 
urged  that  such  laws  afford  no  protection  to  the  general  public  so  they  are 
beyond  the  scope  of  the  police  power.  They  view  such  laws  as  an  unreasonable 
restriction  on  Individual  liberty,  asserting  that  it  is  within  the  prerogative 
of  the  individual  to  determine  what  risks  he  will  assume  and  what  measures  he 
will  employ  to  reduce  those  risks,  so  long  as  the  risk  does  not  harm  other 
persons.  In  upholding  motorcycle  helmet  laws,  the  courts  have  generally 
rejected  the  premise  that  helmet  laws  afford  protection  only  to  the  person 
wearing  the  helmet.  Some  courts  have  recognized  the  possibility  that  a rock 
thrown  by  a tire  might  strike  an  unhelmeted  operator  in  the  head,  causing  him 
to  lose  control  of  the  motorcycle,  and  that  this  could  result  in  an  accident 
in  which  other  persons  would  be  injured.  Other  courts  have  found  sufficient 
public  interest  in  the  reduction  of  accident  severity  to  justify  the  use  of 
the  police  power  to  require  using  a helmet.  This  public  interest  stems  from 
the  fact  that  the  economic  consequences  of  a motor  vehicle  accident  are  largely 
borne  by  public  funds  such  as  insurance  (auto,  life,  or  health  Insurance,  for 
example)  or  governmental  resources  (social  security,  for  example).  Also,  the 
loss  of  any  individual,  through  either  a disabling  injury  or  death,  has 
consequences  on  society’s  productivity  and  its  ability  to  defend  itself.  Further- 
more, other  persons  involved  in  an  accident,  particularly  those  who  might  be 
deemed  to  be  at  fault,  have  a substantial  interest,  which  may  be  both  emotional 
and  economic,  in  the  severity  of  any  injuries  to  the  motorcyclist." 

The  constitutionality  of  the  helmet  law  has  been  upheld  in  Pennsylvania 
(Comm.  vs.  Arnold,  258A.2d  885,215  Pa.  Super.  444,  1969)  and  in  at  least  30  other 
states  where  high  courts  have  reviewed  the  question  of  constitutionality.  One 
state  court,  Illinois,  declared  the  helmet  law  in  violation  of  the  state's  con- 
stitution. The  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  has,  on  three  occasions  refused  to  consider 
appeals  of  state  court  decisions  upholding  the  constitutionality  of  helmet  laws. 

In  Bisenlus  v.  Karns , 165,  N.W.  2a377  (S.  Ct.  Wise.  1969)  appeal  dismissed,  89 
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S.  Ct  2033  (1969),  the  appellant  challenged  Wisconsin’s  helmet  law  as  a restriction 
upon  individual  liberty  and  so  exceeding  the  police  power  of  the  state.  The  U.  S. 
Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  appeal  of  the  State  Court’s  decision  upholding  the 
constitutionality  "For  want  of  a substantial  Federal  question".  The  language 
dismissing  the  appeal  means  that  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  viewed  the  state  court’s 
decision  upholding  the  constitutionality  to  be  correct  and  that  no  substantial 
question  of  constitutionality  on  the  merits  was  raised  by  that  decision. 

Some  persons  continue  to  oppose  helmet  laws  on  the  basis  of  consti- 
tutionality citing  a number  of  sections  of  the  U.  S.  Constitution,  including 
freedom  of  religion,  improper  delegation  of  powers  by  the  Congress  and  the 
general  proviso  of  the  ninth  amendment.  It  is  doubtful  that  any  court  would 
seriously  consider  appeals  based  on  these  types  of  Constitutional  questions. 


D.  SOCIETAL  COSTS 


Although  most  of  the  court  decisions  upholding  the  helmet  laws  of 
various  states  have  been  based  mainly  on  the  societal  costs  of  accidents  (par- 
ticularly motorcycle  injuries  and  fatalities) , opponents  of  the  helmet  law 
continue  to  argue  against  the  concept  of  costs  to  society.  The  following  are 
excerpts  from  a discussion  by  Ed  Armstrong,  a principal  spokesman  for  those 
against  helmet  laws.  The  full  text  is  contained  in  his  article  "Helmet  Laws 
Are  Not  For  Protection"  published  in  the  magazine  Easyriders . 

"If  not  wearing  a helmet  really  does  cause  all  the  doctors  and 
hospitals  and  related  services  to  work  harder  and  gain  more  money, 
let  us  rejoice  that  this  increases  the  GNP  and  puts  money  into 
circulation. " 

"It  is  completely  false  that  money  spent  on  motorcycle  accidents 
or  any  other  type  of  accident  is  a cost  to  society  or  the  government. 
Most  people  have  insurance  at  work  and/or  forced  workers  compensation 
through  the  state,  or  liability  insurance  on  their  vehicles  and  home. 

We  pay  premiums,  and  some  of  us  collect.  How  is  that  figured  as  a 
cost  to  society?" 

"Let’s  be  brutal  about  this.  If  you  don’t  wear  a helmet  and  you  are 
killed  on  a motorcycle,  or  in  a fall  from  a ladder  for  that  matter, 
society  saves  money.  Some  guy  on  a relief  payroll  will  be  able  to 
step  up  and  take  your  job,  thereby  saving  the  relief  bill." 

"If  the  courts  and  government  are  really  anxious  to  save  society 
money,  and  increase  business  and  the  GNP  too,  then  if  they  believe 
helmets  save  lives  they  should  prohibit  us  from  wearing  them.  This 
leads  to  the  greatest  benefit  of  all." 

The  above  line  of  reasoning,  as  amplified  in  the  original,  is  extremely 
difficult  to  discuss  in  detail.  It  is  based  on  common  misunderstandings  and 
a simplistic  view  of  the  economy  and  society.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
analysis  to  accurately  describe  the  complex  interactions  of  money  flow  and 
societal  costs.  Several  points  should  be  noted,  however.  Insurance 
costs  (private  or  government)  bear  a direct  relationship  to  accident  experience. 
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The  more  accidents,  the  higher  the  cost  of  purchasing  insurance.  The  costs 
of  insurance  are  borne  by  the  aggregate  (society)  not  the  individual 
(or  survivors)  who  collect.  Costs  of  accidents  also  appear  as  increased 
hospital  costs  to  both  insurance  and  the  individual. 

Currently,  in  Pennsylvania,  motorcyclists  are  not  required  to  purcliase 
no-fault  insurance.  The  effect  of  this  is  not  known  precisely;  however,  it 
appears  that  injuries  to  motorcyclists  are  paid  by  the  other  party  (if  applicable) ^ 
or  by  the  motorcyclist,  if  only  liability  insurance  is  purchased  as  is  the  majoriry 
of  cases.  It  is  unlikely  that  any  motorcyclist  has  resources  sufficient  to  absorb 
the  medical  costs  of  a major  head  Injury  without  substantial  insurance  contributions. 
If  no-fault  insurance  were  required  of  cyclists,  it  is  estimated  that  the  rates 
could  be  prohibitive,  particularly  for  younger  operators. 

The  Governor  of  Nebraska  recently  vetoed  a bill  repealing  the  helmet 
law  in  his  state  noting  that  his  state's  Industrial  Commission  so  far  had  spent 
$59,000  trying  to  rehabilitate  a motorcyclist  who  suffered  a severe  head  injury 
which  he  would  have  avoided  had  he  worn  a helmet.  The  Governor  said  the  state 
was  required  to  set  aside  another  $77,500  for  further  treatment  of  the  injured 
cyclist . 


Head  injuries  are  particularly  expensive  to  treat.  A study  on  five 
patients  admitted  to  Hershey  Medical  Center,  Neurosurgical  Service,  with  severe 
head  injuries  (not  necessarily  motorcycle  accidents)  revealed  the  following: 

Average  length  of  stay  - 71  days 

Average  hospital  bill  (not  physician)  - $24,480.20 
Average  physician  bill  - $3,909.60 
Total  average  bill  - $28,389.88 

Actual  length  of  stay  - 71.4  days 

(Includes  no  pre-hospital,  rehabilitation,  welfare,  etc.) 

In-hospital  cost  only 


An  expanded  discussion  of  head  injuries,  specifically  those  related  to  motorcycle 
accidents,  occurring  over  a two-year  period  at  the  University  of  Maryland 
Hospital  is  contained  in  Appendix  C.4. 

A question  of  Insurance  costs  in  relation  to  helmet  laws  has  been 
raised  by  a sponsor  of  one  of  the  repeal  bills  currently  in  the  Pennsylvania 
House  of  Representatives.  State  Representative  Joseph  Zeller  has  been  reported 
in  a news  article  (See  Appendix  B.2)  as  noting  that  in  Illinois,  which  repealed 
its  helmet  law  in  1969,  there  was  no  increase  in  insurance  rates  after  the 
repeal.  This  information  is  correct  and  was  forvarded  to  Representative  Zeller 
in  a letter  from  a group  supporting  the  repeal  of  the  helmet  law  in  Pennsylvania. 
Unfortunately  Representative  Zeller  was  the  victim  of  incomplete  facts  presented 
to  him.  The  helmet  law  in  Illinois  was  enacted  in  January,  1968.  Shortly  after 
enactment,  the  law  was  declared  unconstitutional  by  a lower  court  with  respect 
to  the  Illinois  Constitution.  This  decision  was  upheld  by  the  Illinois  State 
Supreme  Court  in  1968  (reported  on  May  28,  1969),  and  repealed  officially  in  June 
of  1969.  During  this  period,  the  law  was  enforced  for  only  several  months,  at 
best.  Upon  the  initial  decision  of  state  unconstitutionality,  enforcement  of 
the  law  was  suspended.  There  was,  therefore,  no  effective  helmet  law  in 
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Illinois  for  any  length  of  time.  As  is  common  knowledge,  insurance  rates  are 
based  on  actuarial  experience.  It  is  not  surprising  that  repeal  of  the  helmet 
law  produced  no  change  in  insurance  rates,  as  the  rates  had  no  opportunity 
to  change  because  of  enactment.  Likewise  there  has  probably  been  insufficient 
time  to  notice  any  appreciable  change  in  insurance  rates  in  those  states  which 
have  repealed  helmet  laws  within  the  past  year. 

Rate  information  for  comparisons  between  helmet  law  and  non-helmet 
law  states  has  not  been  available.  It  is  doubtful  that  any  significant  rate 
pattern  would  result  because  in  most  states  the  motorcyclist  is  required  to 
carry  only  the  basic  limits  of  property  damage  and  bodily  injury  liability. 
Most  motorcyclists,  particularly  in  Pennsylvania,  probably  carry  no  coverage 
for  personal  medical  expenses  on  vehicle  insurance,  or  no-fault  coverage  as  do 
other  motorists. 

Estimates  of  the  cost  effect  of  placing  motorcyclists  under  no-fault 
are  not  available.  Likewise  there  are  no  firm  estimates  of  the  cost  effect  of 
repeal  of  the  helmet  law  as  actual  experience  will  determine  any  changes  in 
rates.  It  has  been  suggested,  however,  that  the  combination  of  requiring  no- 
fault insurance  for  the  motorcyclist  and  repeal  of  the  helmet  law  could  place 
the  cost  of  insurance  beyond  the  reach  of  most  motorcyclists.  The  validity  of 
this  conjecture  cannot  be  assessed. 


E.  DISCRIMINATION  OF  HELMET  LAWS 


Opponents  of  the  mandatory  helmet  law  have  claimed  that  motorcyclists, 
as  a class  of  traffic,  are  discriminated  against  by  a law  which,  theoretically, 
protects  only  the  motorcyclist  from  injury  to  himself  in  the  event  of  an  accident. 
Other  techniques  to  prevent  injury  to  occupants,  pedestrians,  bicyclists  and 
others  in  traffic  have  not  been  the  subject  of  mandatory  use  or  practice  laws. 

Generally,  those  in  favor  of  the  mandatory  helmet  law  have  argued 
that  the  helmet  may  serve  some  accident  prevention  function  by  protecting  the 
head  from  flying  objects  which  might  effect  the  operation  of  the  motorcycle 
by  incapacitating  or  momentarily  distracting  the  operator.  This  is  thought 
to  be  a potential  problem  because  of  the  difference  in  physical  protection 
offered  by  the  motorcycle  in  comparison  to  the  automobile  or  truck.  There 
is  no  substantial  proof  that  this  is,  in  fact,  an  accident  causation  problem, 
although  the  potential  has  been  cited  in  several  court  decisions. 

If,  therefore,  one  considers  only  the  self-protection  aspect  of 
the  motorcycle  helmet,  there  is  substantial  justification  for  the  claims  of 
discrimination  by  those  opposed  to  the  mandatory  helmet  law,  particularly 
in  Pennsylvania.  There  are  numerous  examples  of  proven  safety  devices  and 
techniques  which  have  not,  for  one  reason  or  another,  been  made  the  subject 
of  mandatory  legislation.  A significant  life-saving  device,  the  safety  belt, 
installed  in  virtually  all  passenger  cars,  has  not  been  the  subject  of  mandatory 
use  legislation  in  any  of  the  50  states.  It  has  been  estimated  that  if  a 
mandatory  safety  belt  law  were  enacted  and  moderately  well  enforced  nationwide 
(i.e.  70%  usage),  approximately  11,400  lives  could  be  saved  and  643,000  injuries 
avoided  or  reduced  annually.  Additionally,  safety  belts  have  been  demonstrated 
to  provide  some  measure  of  crash  prevention  (particularly  in  secondary  collisions) 
by  maintaining  the  operator  in  a position  of  control  during  violent  maneuvers. 
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Despite  the  enormous  potential  for  personal  safety,  no  state,  including 
Pennsylvania,  has  approached  enactment  of  a mandatory  safety  belt  use 
law. 


Several  foreign  jurisdictions  (provinces  of  Australia  and  Canada) 
have  enacted  safety  belt  laws  with  demonstrated  success.  The  Bureau  of  Motor 
Carrier  Safety  of  the  U.  S.  DOT  requires,  by  regulation,  operators  of  commercial 
vehicles  in  Interstate  Commerce  to  wear  seat  belts.  This  regulation  has  not 
been  well  enforced,  however. 

Public  opinion  has  apparently  played  an  important  role  in  the  failure 
to  mandate  safety  belt  usage  legislatively  as  it  did  in  the  elimination  of  the 
short-lived  Interlock  System  which  required  (theoretically)  that  belts  be 
used  before  the  automobile  would  start.  This  factor  will  be  discussed  in 
Section  II.  F. , below. 

A second  example  of  the  lack  of  a demonstrated  self-protection  law 
is  peculiar  to  Pennsylvania.  This  example  concerns  the  duty  of  pedestrians 
to  avoid  placing  themselves  in  a position  of  peril  with  respect  to  vehicular 
traffic.  Prior  to  enactment  of  the  Revised  Pennsylvania  Vehicle  Code,  pedestrians 
defined  as  a portion  of  traffic,  were  required  to  obey  red  signals  specifically 
and  walk/don’t  walk  signals  implicitly.  The  revised  code,  effective  July  1,  1977, 
places  no  mandate  on  the  pedestrian  to  obey  traffic  signals,  particularly  those 
relating  specifically  to  pedestrians.  This  action  was  taken  despite  the  fact 
that  approximately  ^ of  all  traffic  fatalities  in  Pennsylvania  are  pedestrians. 

It  should  be  noted,  that  local  authorities  may  enact  ordinances  requiring 
pedestrians  to  obey  such  signals.  There  is  currently  no  statewide  law,  however. 

The  American  Medical  Association  at  its  recent  Conference  on  Head 
Protection  for  the  Cyclist  (discussed  previously)  concludes  that  bicyclists  are 
in  equal  danger  from  head  injury  in  traffic  spills  and  accidents  as  are 
motorcyclists.  Mopeds  (low  horse  power,  motorized  cycles  with  pedals)  fall 
somewhere  between  the  motorcycle  and  the  bicycle,  and  are  also  equally  as 
dangerous  to  the  operator  as  the  motorcycle.  The  Conference  recommended  head 
protection  for  both  types  of  operators  in  addition  to  motorcyclists.  There 
is  no  current  activity  in  Pennsylvania  which  would  indicate  that  these  two 
classes  of  traffic  (mopeds  and  bicycles)  will  be  required  to  wear  protective 
helmets.  In  fact,  the  operators  of  mopeds  have  been  specifically  excluded 
from  the  mandatory  helmet  law  in  the  new  Vehicle  Code  (Section  3525(a), 

Act  81,  June  17,  1976). 

In  defense  of  this  apparent  discrimination,  it  must  be  stated  that 
the  accident  and  fatality  rates  for  motorcyclists  are  apparently  among  the 
highest  (if  not  the  highest)  for  all  types  of  traffic.  The  National  Safety 
Council  estimates  a 1974  mileage  death  rate  of  about  14.0  deaths  per  one- 
hundred-million  vehicle  miles  as  opposed  to  3.6  for  other  forms  of  traffic. 
Motorcycles  are  also  involved  in  5.6%  of  all  fatal  accidents  while  representing 
only  3.7%  of  the  registered  vehicles.  The  motorcycle  rate  of  involvement  in 
fatal  accidents  in  relation  to  total  accident  involvement  is  also  apparently 
higher  than  many  other  types  of  traffic,  (i.e.  if  a motorcycle  is  involved  in 
an  accident,  the  chances  of  a fatality  resulting  are  higher  than  for  a passenger 
car).  On  the  basis  of  these  data  and  others,  it  is  apparently  felt  that  a 
higher  degree  of  self— protection  should  be  required  of  the  motorcyclist. 


29 


In  a corollary  claim,  anti-helmet  persons  raise  a quasi-discriminatory 
issue  based  on  data  showing  that  the  majority  of  motorcycle  accidents  and  fatalities 
are  the  result  of  the  actions  of  other  vehicle  drivers.  It  is  true  that  in  collision 
and  many  non-collision  motorcycle  accidents  the  motorcyclist  is  more  often  not 
the  "guilty”  party,  although,  as  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  "Hurt  Study",  the 
motorcyclist  often  contributes  to  the  accident  by  a lack  of  positive  action  to 
avoid  it  (see  appendix  C.l).  The  general  thrust  of  the  claim  is  that  U.  S.  DOT 
(and  the  states)  in  mandating  helmet  use  by  motorcyclists  has  not  attacked  the 
"real"  problem  of  the  general  vehicle  operator  Ignoring  the  motorcycle  or  failing 
to  give  the  motorcyclists  their  legal  right-of-way.  This  apparent  failure  or 
misordering  of  priorities  is  perceived  by  some  as  discrimination  against  the 
motorcyclist. 

If  the  broadest  meaning  of  the  word  "discriminate"  is  used  (i.e.  "to 
make  a distinction")  it  is  true  that  motorcyclists  are  the  object  of  discrimination. 
Whether  or  not  this  constitutes  "discrimination"  in  the  negative  sense  of  the 
word  (i.e.  "to  make  a difference  in  treatment  or  favor  on  a basis  other  than 
individual  merit")  is  a subjective  question  which  facts  cannot,  of  themselves 
answer.  It  should  be  noted  that,  as  discussed  in  section  C on  Constitutionality, 
most  courts  have  held  that  mandatory  helmet  laws  are  legal  and  constitutionally 
within  the  police  powers  of  government.  From  these  decisions,  it  can  be 
inferred  that  the  helmet  laws  are  not  legally  "discriminatory"  in  the  negative 
sense  and  that  the  difference  in  treatment  of  motorcycle  operators  as  a class 
of  traffic  is  based  on  the  individual  merits  of  motorcycle  operation. 


F.  PUBLIC  AND  MOTORCYCLIST  ATTITUDE  AND  OPINION 


Several  surveys  of  motorcyclists’  attitudes  have  been  taken  in  the 
past.  Of  particular  note  was  a study  conducted  by  the  Idaho  Traffic  Safety 
Commission  which  indicated  that  there  were  7.67  motorcyclists  strongly  in  support 
of  mandatory  helmet  laws  for  every  motorcyclist  strongly  opposed.  Overall, 
about  77.3%  of  the  motorcyclists  who  commented  on  the  helmet  law  were  in  favor 
of  the  law. 

The  results  of  this  survey  were  in  serious  conflict  (at  least  in  Idaho) 
with  the  statements  of  Mr.  Ed  Armstrong,  representing  ABATE  in  presenting  the 
case  for  the  anti-helmet  movement,  that  "...many  motorcyclists  vehemently  oppose 
helmet  wearing  and  80  to  90  percent  (emphasis  supplied)  oppose  compulsory  helmet 
laws?"  Several  points  should  be  noted  concerning  the  Idaho  survey.  Although 
the  survey  was  conducted  in  good  fashion,  the  population  surveyed  consisted 
only  of  motorcyclists  involved  in  accidents.  This  could  raise  some  question 
as  to  the  applicability  of  the  results  to  the  entire  motorcycling  population. 
Secondly,  it  is  possible  that  the  attitudes  of  motorcyclists  in  Idaho  are  not 
representative  of  those  nationwide,  or  in  other  states. 

ABATE,  nationally  and  in  Pennsylvania,  has  claimed  both  orally  and 
in  writing  to  represent  virtually  all  motorcyclists  and  likewise  claims  to  be 
representative  of  the  opinion  of  the  vast  majority,  if  not  all,  motorcyclists. 

It  is  the  ABATE  contention  that,  as  quoted  above,  the  large  majority  of 
motorcyclists  favor  neither  helmets  nor  helmet  laws. 

In  light  of  the  Idaho  study,  it  became  apparent  that  some  confusion 
existed  as  to  the  true  opinions  and  attitudes  of  motorcyclists,  particularly 
in  Pennsylvania,  and  that  factual  data,  relating  specifically  to  Pennsylvania, 
would  be  an  important  factor  in  consideration  of  the  helmet  law  issue. 


30 


Accordingly,  the  Governor's  Traffic  Safety  Council  directed  that 
a scientific  survey  of  attitudes  and  opinions  about  helmets  and  the  helmet 
law  be  conducted.  The  survey  was  specified  to  be  taken  of  two  populations, 
licensed  motorcyclists  and  the  adult  general  public. 

Such  a survey  has  been  conducted  during  July,  1977,  by  Chilton 
Research  Services  under  contract  to  the  Highway  Safety  Group.  The  results  of 
this  survey  detailed  below  confirm  that  the  claims  of  ABATE  are,  at  best, 
inaccurate  in  that  79%  of  Pennsylvania's  motorcyclists  feel  that  helmets  are 


effective 

in 

reducing  injuries  and  55%  are  in 

favor  of 

the  mandatory  helmet  law 

It 

is 

also  of 

note  that  the  survey 

Indicated 

that 

92% 

of 

the  adult 

population 

feel 

helmets 

are  effective  and  87% 

feel  that 

the 

use 

of 

helmets  by 

motorcyclists  should  be  mandated. 

The  procedures  and  results  of  the  survey  are  described  fully  in 
Appendix  E.  Briefly,  the  procedure  entailed  the  use  of  a statistically  valid 
random  sample  of  the  two  populations.  The  general  population  was  sampled  using 
a random  digit  telephone  number  system  while  the  motorcyclist  sample  was  generated 
by  computer  selection  of  every  nth  licensed  motorcyclist.  Both  samples  were 
further  refined  to  meet  the  geographic  population  proportions  of  Pennsylvania. 

A further  random  respondent  selection  grid  was  used  to  capture  age-sex  charac- 
teristic as  it  is  actually  distributed  across  the  population. 

In  order  to  eliminate  bias,  the  questions  pertaining  to  motorcycle 
issues  were  given  to  both  populations  (general  public  and  motorcyclists)  within 
a ten  question  set  relating  to  various  safety  issues.  Each  respondent  was  told 
only  that  the  survey  was  to  gather  opinions  on  highway  safety  issues.  No  cueing 
or  discussion  of  the  issues  was  given  in  the  interview.  The  interview  forms  and 
questions  used  are  shown  in  Appendix  E. 

The  general  results  of  the  helmet  questions  were: 


Helmet  use  is  effective 
in  reducing  injuries? 


Government  should  require 
Mandatory  Use? 


General  Population 

Motorcyclists 

YES 

NO 

Don' t 
Know 

YES 

NO 

Don' t 
Know 

91.8% 

3.7% 

4.4% 

78.8% 

18.4% 

2.8% 

87.1% 

9.9% 

2.9% 

55.0% 

43.8% 

1.2% 

Detailed  tabular  results  for  the  two  questions  concerning  motorcycle 
helmets  are  also  presented  in  Appendix  E.  The  findings  on  these  two  questions, 
as  reported  by  Chilton  Research  Services  are  as  follows: 
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4.  Do  you  think  the  use  of  helmets  by  motorcyclists  is  effective  in 
reducing  injuries? 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  respondents  in  the  general  population 
replied  "Yes”  (92%).  Only  4%  believe  that  motorcycle  helmets  are  not  effec- 
tive and  4%  don't  know. 

In  each  geographic  area,  over  90%  of  the  respondents  think  helmets 
reduce  injuries.  There  is  practically  no  difference  between  the  number  of 
voters  and  non-voters  who  support  the  use  of  helmets  (92%  compared  to  90%). 

A slightly  higher  percent  of  females  than  males  think  helmets  are  important 
(95%  compared  to  88%).  In  addition  the  difference  between  respondents  who 
have  a motorcyclist  in  their  household,  and  respondents  who  do  not,  is 
negligible  (89%  compared  to  92%). 

The  percentage  of  licensed  motorcyclists  who  think  the  use  of  helmets 
is  effective  is  not  as  high  as  the  percentage  in  the  general  population  (79% 
compared  to  92%).  Over  18%  believe  helmets  are  ineffective,  which  is  four 
times  as  high  as  the  percentage  in  the  general  population.  Only  3%  don't 
know. 


The  motorcyclists  in  the  Philadelphia  metropolitan  area  indicated  the 
lowest  extent  of  agreement  with  the  use  of  motorcycle  helmets  (71%)  when  compared 
to  the  other  geographic  areas  (Pittsburgh  SMSA  - 82%;  Other  SMSA,  Non-SMSA  - 80%) 
The  percentage  of  non-voters  who  think  helmets  are  effective,  is  only  marginally 
lower  than  the  percentage  of  voters  (74%  and  81%  respectively).  All  14  of  the 
female  motorcyclists  think  helmets  help  prevent  accidents  while  approximately 
three-quarters  of  the  male  motorcyclists  (78%)  feel  similarly. 


8.  In  your  opinion,  should  the  government  require  mandatory  use  of  motorcycle 
helmets  ? 

Almost  92%  of  the  respondents  in  the  general  population  think  that  the 
use  of  helmets  by  motorcyclists  are  effective  in  reducing  injuries.  Somewhat 
less  (87%)  think  that  the  government  should  require  mandatory  use  of  motorcycle 
helmets.  Almost  10%  don't  believe  that  the  use  of  helmets  should  be  mandatory 
and  3%  don't  know. 

The  percentage  of  respondents  who  replied  "Yes"  is  higher  for  the 
Philadelphia  and  Pittsburgh  metropolitan  areas  (91%  and  93%  respectively)  than 
for  the  other  metropolitan  and  non-metropolitan  areas  (83%  and  85%  respectively). 
An  almost  equal  percentage  of  voters  and  non-voters  believe  that  helmets  should 
be  mandatory  (87%  and  88%)  and  a somewhat  higher  percentage  of  women  than  men 
believe  they  should  be  mandatory  as  well  (92%  compared  to  82%  respectively) . 

The  difference  between  respondents  who  have  a motorcyclist  in  their  household 
and  those  who  do  not,  is  small  (84%  compared  to  88%). 

Exactly  55%  of  the  licensed  motorcyclists  think  the  government  should 
require  mandatory  use  of  helmets.  The  motorcyclists  deviate  from  the  general 
population  to  a greater  extent  on  this  issue  than  any  other  (55%  compared  to  92%) 
Almost  44%  of  the  respondents  in  this  group  do  not  think  helmets  should  be 
mandatory,  and  only  1%  have  no  opinion. 
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Motorcyclists  who  reside  in  other  metropolitan  or  non-metropolitan 
areas,  agree  with  government  interference  (55%  and  63%)  more  so  than  the 
motorcyclists  in  the  Philadelphia  and  Pittsburgh  metropolitan  areas  (46%  and 
47%  respectively).  Voters  and  non-voters  are  not  significantly  different 
in  their  attitudes  (56%  and  52%  respectively),  while  the  difference  between 
males  and  females  is  quite  noticeable.  Almost  77%  of  the  females  think 
helmets  should  be  required,  while  54%  of  the  males  think  they  should  be 
required. 

An  interesting  result  of  the  survey  was  the  data  acquired  on  the 
use  of  motorcycle  headlights  as  a safety  device  and  their  mandatory  use. 

This  issue  is  often  lumped  with  helmet  use  by  those  opposing  the  helmet  law. 
The  following  table  summarizes  the  results  on  this  issue. 


Motorcycle  lights  on  in  day 
helps  avoid  accidents? 


Government  require  mandatory 
operation  of  motorcycles 
with  lights  on? 


General  Population 

Motorcyclists 

YES 

NO 

Don' t 
Know 

YES 

NO 

Don ' t 

Know 

59.5% 

26.2% 

14.3% 

77.4% 

19.0% 

3.6% 

55.5% 

33.4% 

11.1% 

57.8% 

40.0% 

2.2% 

The  full  tabular  results  for  these  questions  are  also  presented  in  Appendix  E. 

The  results  of  the  survey  with  respect  to  the  helmet  issue  indicate 
a positive  attitude  toward  helmets  and  the  helmet  law  by  a majority  of  Pennsylvanians 
and  Pennsylvania  motorcyclists.  Unsupported  statements  made  by  those  opposed  to 
the  helmet  law  to  the  effect  that  a large  majority  of  motorcyclists  do  not 
believe  in  helmets  and  do  not  support  a helmet  law  are  obviously  not  factual. 
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Ill  CONCLUSIONS 


A.  GENERAL  CONCLUSIONS 


Based  on  the  whole  of  the  analysis,  it  becomes  apparent  that  many 
of  the  Issues  raised  and  claims  made  are  designed  to  appeal  more  to  emotion 
than  logic.  That  the  need  for  protecting  one's  head  and  that  helmets  can 
provide  a large  measure  of  protection  cannot  be  realistically  questioned. 

There  are  no  facts  to  dispute  this. 

A large  number  of  claims,  counterclaims,  hypotheses  and  statements 
of  "fact"  have  been  made  based  on  incomplete  mass  accident  statistics  and 
irroneous  analysis.  Much  of  the  writing  examined  during  this  analysis  is 
devoted  to  attacks  on  methodology  of  analysis  and  completeness  of  data.  In 
some  cases  alternate  analyses  and  conclusions  were  forwarded  which  were 
statistically  unsound  and  unwarranted.  A number  of  statements  were  made  as 
opinions  and  subsequently  restated  as  fact  by  others.  Side  issues  were  raised 
which  had  little  or  no  real  bearing  on  the  helmet  law.  A technique  often 
used  was  the  quotation  out  of  context,  or  the  omission  of  statements  qualifying 
conclusions  or  study  data. 

One  particularly  disturbing  conclusion  of  this  analysis  is  that 
claims  of  a vocal  minority  can  be  and  are  adopted  and  reissued  by  others  with 
little  or  no  question.  This  has  apparently  been  the  case  with  many  issues 
surrounding  the  helmet  law.  In  particular,  the  claim  that  ABATE  and  other 
anti-helmet  groups  represent  the  large  majority  opinion  of  motorcyclists  in 
Pennsylvania  is  Inaccurate. 

Conclusions  as  to  the  specific  issues  examined  are  stated  in  the 
following  section  in  the  order  presented  in  the  body  of  the  analysis. 


B.  SPECIFIC  CONCLUSIONS 


The  following  conclusions  have  been  reached  on  specific  issues.  These 
conclusions  have  been  reached  based  on  examination  and  analysis  of  original 
material  where  available. 

1.  Effects  of  helmets.  The  fact  that  the  human  head  should  be 
protected  from  injury  has  been  historically  accepted.  That  head  injury  is  a 
common  cause  of  death  and  serious  injury  in  motorcycle  accidents  is  well-documented 
in  research  and  accident  investigations.  That  a well-designed  and  maintained 
helmet,  used  properly,  can  and  does  prevent  head  Injury  in  many  accident 
situations  has  been  well  documented  in  research  and  in  actual  accident 
experience.  Helmet  cost  does  not  appear  to  be  an  overriding  determining 
factor  in  the  ability  to  prevent  head  Injury. 
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There  Is  no  evidence  that  a motorcycle  helmet,  properly  maintained 
and  worn,  contributes  to  or  causes  injuries  or  death  in  motorcycle  accidents. 
Likewise,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  wearing  of  a motorcycle  helmet  causes 
or  contributes  to  the  causing  of  an  accident.  Vision  limitations  of  the  helmet 
are  significant  in  actual  operation.  Limitations  on  the  ability  to  hear  are  not 
a problem  in  actual  motorcycle  operation  and  may,  in  fact,  be  beneficial  in 
preventing  loss  of  hearing  and  increasing  the  probability  of  warning  signals. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  slight  increase  in  weight  of  the  helmet  contributes 
to  operator  fatigue,  medical  problems,  or  accident  causation.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  motorcyclists  become  overconfident  by  wearing  a helmet  and 
increase  risk-taking  leading  to  accidents.  In  fact,  there  is  substantial 
evidence  that  overconfidence  in  motorcyclists  is  a prime  cause  of  not  wearing 
a helmet  on  short  trips  which  leads  to  increased  injury  in  otherwise  minor 
accidents . 


2.  Effects  of  Mandatory  Helmet  Use  Laws.  There  is  no  conclusive 
proof  that  enactment  of  a mandatory  helmet  use  law  will  significantly  reduce 
motorcycle  fatalities  and  serious  injuries  although  all  available  evidence 
is  highly  suggestive  that  this  has  occurred  when  the  law  has  been  enforced. 

It  is  doubtful  that  conclusive  proof  of  the  effects  of  enactment  will  ever  be 
developed  because  of  the  retrospective  nature  of  the  studies  required  coupled 
with  uncontrolled  historical  data.  There  is  evidence  to  suggest  that  repeal 
of  a mandatory  helmet  law  can  produce  an  increase  in  motorcycle  fatalities 
and  serious  Injuries,  although  there  has  not  been  sufficient  time  elapsed  to 
conclusively  demonstrate  the  actual  effects.  It  is  likely,  however,  that 

by  the  end  of  1978,  the  effects  of  repeal  (pro  or  con)  can  be  conclusively 
demonstrated  in  those  states  where  repeal  occurred  in  early  1976. 

3.  Constitutionality  of  the  Helmet  Use  Law.  It  is  obvious 
from  the  decisions  of  both  high  state  courts  and  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court 
that  the  mandatory  helmet  use  law  is  constitutionally  sound,  particularly 
in  Pennsylvania.  Arguments  to  the  contrary  disregard  the  facts. 

4.  Societal  Costs.  The  death  of  a human  in  a traffic  accident 
can  and  most  often  does  produce  a significant  cost  to  society  in  general. 
Serious  head  injuries  require  medical  expenditures  of  a magnitude  beyond 
the  personal  resources  of  almost  all  motorcyclists  and  require  significant 
extra  expenditures  by  society  in  general  through  increased  hospital  and 
insurance  costs  and  public  expenditures  for  support  and  rehabilitation.  The 
lack  of  no-fault  insurance  for  motorcyclists  probably  increases  these  societal 
costs . 


5.  Discrimination  of  Helmet  Laws.  Motorcyclists  are  treated 
differently  from  most  types  of  traffic  by  requiring  the  use  of  helmets  for 
self-protection.  This  differential  treatment  does  not  appear  to  be  discriminatory, 
however,  as  there  are  sufficient  accident  data  and  experiences  to  Indicate  that 
a particularly  high  risk  situation  exists  in  motorcycling  which  requires  greater 
than  normal  efforts  at  self-protection.  Pennsylvania  motorcyclists  enjoy  a 
form  of  reverse  discrimination  in  fact,  in  that  no-fault  insurance  is  not 
required  of  them  as  it  is  of  other  classes  of  motorized  traffic. 

6-  Public  and  Motorcyclist  Attitude  and  Opinion.  Based  on  current 
Pennsylvania  surveys,  the  large  maiority  of  the  adult  public  (18  years  and  over) 
and  a majority  of  motorcyclists  feel  that  the  helmet  law  should  be  retained  in 
Pennsylvania. 
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C.  BOTTOM  LINE  ISSUE 


There  are  numerous  emotional  issues  which  are  not  suitable  for 
analysis.  If  a determination  to  retain  or  repeal  Pennsylvania’s  helmet 
use  law  is  based  only  on  facts,  it  appears  that  the  logical  conclusion 
is  to  retain  the  law  in  order  to  reduce  accident  costs  to  the  public  as 
a whole.  By  implication,  the  general  public  feels  the  helmet  law  will 
accomplish  this. 
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APPENDIX  A 


DATA  TABLES  & FIGURES 
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LY  OF  PEI^SYLViil'IIA  MOTORCYCLE  DATA 
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MOTORCl’CLE  INJURY  AND  FATAL  ACCIDENT  RATES 
1961  - 1976  PENNSYLVANIA 
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CALENDAR  YEAR 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  CHANGE  IN  MOTORCYCLE  FATALITIES 
TO  CHANGE  IN  MOTORCYCLE  REGISTRATIONS 
1961  - 1976  PENNSYLVANIA 
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NOTE:  ANNUAL  CHANGE  FOR  THE  YEAR  INDICATED 

IS  THE  ACTUAL  INCREASE  OR  DECREASE 
FROM  THE  PREVIOUS  YEAR 


RHODE  ISLAND  AND  CONNECTICUT  REPEAL  DATA 


On  May  17,  1976,  Rhode  Island  repealed  its  mandatory  helmet  use  law. 
Their  motorcycle  fatalities  for  1976  were  17  versus  10  for  1975,  an 
increase  of  70%. 

Connecticut  had  41  motorcycle  fatalities  for  the  entire  year  of  1975. 
They  repealed  their  mandatory  helmet  use  law  effective  June  1,  1976, 
and  motorcycle  fatalities  for  1976  were  55,  an  increase  of  34%. 


STATUS  OF  MOTORCYCLE  FATALITIES  IN  CONN.  & RHODE  ISLAND 

FOR  YEARS  1975  & 1976 


Rhode  Island 

Fatals  - 1975  10  Of  the  17  fatals  in  1976,  15  did  not  have 

Fatals  - 1976  17  helmets  on,  one  did  and  one  was  killed  before 

law  was  repealed  with  helmet  on. 

Rhode  Island  is  now  determining  cause  of  death  (i.e.)  head,  neck,  etc. 
Connecticut 

Fatals  - 1975  41  (40  drivers,  1 pass.) 

Fatals  - 1976  55  (46  drivers,  9 pass.) 

Connecticut  investigated  cause  of  death  from  June  1 to  end  of 
Sept.  1975  and  the  same  period  in  1976. 

They  broke  down  the  cause  of  death  into  4 categories;  head,  neck, 
other,  unknown,  and  with  helmet,  without  helmet  and  unknown. 

FATALS 


Head 

Ini ury 

Neck 

Other 

Unknown 

1975 

1976 

1975 

1976 

1975 

1976 

1975 

1976 

with  helmet 

6 

1 

0 

1 

4 

1 

4 

1 

without  helmet 

4 

20 

0 

0 

0 

5 

5 

2 

unknown 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

41 


KANSAS  DEPARTMENT  of  TRANSPORTATION 

STATE  OFFICE  BUILDING— TOPEKA,  KANSAS  66612 
O.  D.  TURNER,  Secretary  of  Transportation  ROBERT  E.  BENNETT,  Governor 

May  4,  1977 


Mr.  Harry  Palmer 

Office  of  Highway  Safety 

1214  Transportation  and  Safety  Building  ' ■ 

Harrisbery,  Pennsylvania  17120 


y\- 


■■■>/- 


Dear  Mr.  Palmer: 


The  following  information  concerning  motorcycle  accidents  before  and 
after  repeal  of  the  motorcycle  helmet  law  in  Kansas  is  being  furnished  you 
in  accordance  with  your  telephone  request  of  April  29,  1977. 

BEFORE  REPEAL  OF  AFTER  REPEAL  OF 

HELMET  LAW  HELMET  LAW 


All 

Fatal 

All 

Fatal 

Month 

Accidents 

Accidents 

Month 

Accidents 

Accidents 

July  75 

302 

7 

July  76 

291 

5 

Aug.  75 

263 

8 

Aug.  76 

323 

8 

Sept.  75 

191 

1 

Sept.  76 

231 

7 

Oct.  75 

170 

4 

Oct.  76 

110 

4 

Nov.  75 

59 

0 

Nov.  76 

74 

2 

Dec.  75 

52 

0 

Dec.  76 

56 

0 

Jan.  76 

40 

0 

Jan.  77 

11 

0 

Feb.  76 

97 

0 

Feb.  77 

68 

2 

Totals 

1174 

20 

1164 

28 

It 

would  appeal 

■ that  the  severity  of 

accidents  has 

increased 

considerably 

since  the  repeal  of 

the  motorcycle  helmet 

law . 

ARLAND  V.  HICKS,  P.E. 

Transportation  Safety  Administrator 


AVH:dh 
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APPENDIX  B 


EXAMPLES  OF  CLAIMS  & COUNTERCLAIMS 


1.  Pro 

2.  Con 
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HIGHWAY  SAFETY  PROGRAM 
STANDARD  3 


Molorcy 

Safety 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OT  T RANSF’ORTATION 
Eederal  Hij^hwdv  ArJniimstration 
National  Highway  Safety  Bureau 


PURPOSE 

To  assure  that  motorcycles,  motorcycle  opera- 
tors and  their  passengers  meet  standards  which 
contribute  to  safe  operation  and  protection  from 
injuries. 

STANDARD 

Eor  the  purpose  of  this  standard  a motorcycle  is 
defined  as  any  motor-driven  vehicle  having  a 
seat  or  saddle  for  the  use  of  the  rider  and 
designed  to  travel  on  not  more  than  three  wheels 
in  contact  with  the  ground,  but  excluding 
tractors  and  vehicles  on  which  the  operator  and 
passengers  ride  within  an  enclosed  cab. 

Each  State  shall  have  a motorcycle  safety  pro- 
gram to  insure  that  only  persons  physically  and 
mentally  qualified  will  be  licensed  to  operate 
a motorcycle;  that  protective  safety  equipment 
for  drivers  and  passengers  will  be  worn;  and 
that  the  motorcycle  meets  standards  for  safety 
equipment. 

/.  The  program  shall  provide  as  a minimum 
that: 

A.  Each  person  who  operates  a motorcycle: 
(1)  Passes  an  examination  or  reexamination  de- 
signed especially  for  motorcycle  operation.  (2) 
Holds  a license  issued  specifically  for  motorcycle 
use  or  a regular  license  endorsed  for  each 
purpose. 

B.  Each  motorcycle  operator  wears  an  ap- 
proved safety  helmet  and  eye  protection  when 
he  is  operating  his  vehicle  on  streets  and  high- 
ways. 

C.  Each  motorcycle  passenger  wears  an  ap- 
proved safety  helmet,  and  is  provided  with  a 
seat  and  footrest. 

D.  Each  motorcycle  is  equipped  with  a rear- 
view mirror. 

E.  Each  motorcycle  is  inspected  at  the  time  it 
is  initially  registered  and  at  least  annually  there- 
after, or  in  accordance  with  the  State's  inspection 
requirements  (see  Periodic  Motor  Vehicle  Inspec- 
tion Standard). 

II.  The  program  shall  be  periodically  evaluated 
by  the  State  for  its  effectiveness  in  terms  of  re- 
ductions in  accidents  and  their  end  results,  and 
the  National  Highway  Safety  Bureau  shall  be  pro- 
vided with  an  evaluation  summary. 

GPO  886-247 
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NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


WASHINGTON.  D C.  20591 


IN  RtPLV  AKFtA  TO 


42-13 


January  4,  1971 


While  total  motor  vehicle  deaths  decreased  by  1,100  during 
1970,  motorcycle  deaths  increased  about  25  percent  to  over 
2,400,  This  increase  resulted  partly  from  the  many  new 
inexperienced  riders  on  motorcycles  during  1970,  a year  in 
which  motorcycle  sales  were  at  a record  high,  almost  double 
1969. 

About  700  deaths,  or  almost  30  percent  of  the  2,400,  occurred 
in  the  seven  States  which  do  not  have  laws  requiring  the  use 
of  safety  helmets  by  motorcyclists.  Additional  deaths 
occurred  needlessly  from  head  injuries  in  States  which  have 
adopted  helmet  laws  that  exempt  certain  age  groups  from 
coverage  or  where  the  law  is  not  being  enforced  because  of 
inadequate  helmet  standards,  lack  of  penalty  provisions,  etc. 

The  use  of  securely  fastened  safety  helmets  saves  lives.  This 
fact  has  been  documented  statistically  by  this  and  many  other 
safety  agencies.  However,  the  news  clippings  in  this  publica- 
tion show  the  need  for  and  effectiveness  of  safety  helmets 
far  more  clearly  than  impersonal  statistical  analyses. 

Safety  helmets  save  lives.  I ask  that  you  lend  your  support 
to  get  them  used  by  all  motorcyclists. 
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Cycle  Mishap  j 

Injures  I'wo  j 

Teenagers 

Two  Hobbs 

jured  when  a motorcycle  they 
were  riding  ovSWw^ad,  and 
two  cars  received  damages 
totaling  $1,250  in  damages,  in 
separate  traffic  accidents  In 
Hobbs  yesterday  afternoon. 

Warren  Emerson,  14,  of  1130 
Copper,  received  multiple  abra- 
sions of  the  face  and  head,  and 
Gary  V.  Moore,  15,  of  909  North 
Gulf,  sustained  abrasions  of  the 
shoulder,  hand  and  elbows,  in 
the  motorcycle  accident  about 
1:30  p.m.  in  the  2000  block  of 
West  Marland.  Roth  were  treat- 
ed at  Lea  General  Hospital, 
then  released. 

Police  said  the  1909  Honda 
90,  which  received  an  estimated 
$75  in  damages  in  the  accident, 
was  traveling  west  when  the 
driver,  Emerson,  iooked  behind 
him.  The  cycle  hit  the  north 
curb  of  Marland,  stayed  over 
the  curb  for  about  8 feet,  re- 
turned to  the  pavement  over 
the  curb  again,  skidded,  then 
flipped,  throwing  both  riders 
from  the  cycle. 

Both  w'ere  wearing  safety  hel- 

m^s,  ponce  saia,  which  iii‘6D- 

abty  saveg  mem  irom  mori^  S6f- 

ious  injury,  since  me  pavement 

made  goiig^^  in  poin  neimefsT* 

j Emerson  was  cited  for  failure 
;to  use  due  caution. 
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Cycle  Mishap 
Hospitalizes 
Neal  Reed 


y 


The  City  of  .Spencer's  new 

ordinance  requiring  alTT^ 


torcy^lsts  to  wear  a H 
mllle  riding  in  the  city  may 

have  already  .saved  one  life 

officials  at  Roano  General 

tiospital  report." 

Stanley  Neil  Reed,  jfi  of 
Ripley  Roa(ffipH!?»r,  a 
spill  while  cycllr^  on  Dodd 
Drive  in  Green  Acres  Sat- 
urday, shortly  afternoon. 

He  was  taken  to  Roane 
General  Hospital  by  a Sin- 
nett  Funeral  Home  ambu- 
lance and  was  admitted  for 
treatment  of  minor  injuries* 
Hospital  authorities  said 

the  youth  had  a badly  scrap- 

I P^d  shoulder  and  a cut  knee. 

I _A  spokesman  at  the  lio?-* 

I pyal  said  the  youth  told  him" 

I tnai  wearin|g  the  safety  TeT^ 

I met  may  have  saved  hisUTT 


.as  the  Helmet  smacked  onto 

the  pavement. 

” K^d  is  a junior  at  Spencer 
High  where  he  participates  in 
football,  basketball  and 
baseball. 
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oiith  "Fair'’ 
f ter  Cycle 
\^lishap  Here 

""""  501 

I North  Houston,  today  was  in 
fair”  condition  in  Lea  General 
Hospital,  his  life  possibly  .spvoh 

'by  a_saftrv-'t?irneT  hi.  ^ 

niotorcvple 

shortly  before  EcilO  n.nT  yes- 
terday. 

Gouges  in  the  pavement  on 
Sanger  at  Jefferson  indicated 
Akin  skidded  ‘‘well  over  50 
feet,”  and  the  helmet  bore  deep 
gouges  in  both  sides  of  its  front 
police  said. 

Akin  tolci  police  lie  was  driv- 
ing east  on  Sanger,  reached  up 
to  scratch  his  nose  and  the 
motorcycle  hit  a bump.  The 
next  thing  he  remembered  was 
waking  up  in  the  emergency 
i^m  at  the  hospital,  he  said 
He  was  cited  for  failure  to  use 
due  care. 

Police  described  his  injuries 
as.  Severe  bruises  and  abra- 
sions  on  his  right  arm  and 
shoulder;  severe  abrasion  of 
the  right  wrist,  abrasions  of 
the  left  shoulder  and  arm;  left 
arm  broken  at  the  wrist;  lacer- 
ation below  the  right  eye;  abra-' 
Sion  on  the  right  side  of  his' 
face;  and  large  abrasion  on  his 
lefU  upper  lip. 

Amages  to  the  1968  Suxuki 
tuo»e  was  driving  were  estl- 
maild  at  $20. 
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Of  course,  we  got  nearly  as  much 
silliness  from  the  world  of  motor- 
cycling. The  August  ‘69  issue  of 
American  Motorcycling- the  Ama’s 
house  orgaii -carries  comment  by 
Michael  Bondy  regarding  the  helmet 
laws.  Mr.  Bondy  says  that  such  laws  arc 
of  “questionable  consitutionality”  and 
in  that  he  's  certainly  correct.  Unhappi- 
ly, he  also  says  helmets  “impair  the 
peripheral  vision  and  hearing,  and 
[impart]  a false  sense  of  security  to  the 
motorcyclist  which  in  turn  may  lead  to 
accidents.”  He  finally  charges  that  “the 
helmet  may  also  aggravate  an  injury.” 

Nonsense,  Mr.  Bondy.  There  is  no 
rational  argument  against  wearing  a hel- 
met while  riding.  One  may  lose  a couple 
of  degrees  in  field  of  vision  when  one’s ' 
eyeballs  are  over  at  full  lock,  but  the 
loss  is  slight  and  may  be  easily  compen- 
sated by  turning  the  head.  Hearing?  If 
anything,  this  is  improved  by  a full- 
coverage  helmet,  as  such  helmets  elimi- 
nate wind  noise  in  one’s  ears.  The  false 
sense  of  security?  It  is  the  people  who 

feel  falsely  secure  on  a bike  you  see  rid- 

ing around  bareheaded.  Those  with  a 
healthy  "regard  TdmaeTr  Tiver~wear  TieT- 

inets.  They  may  be  able  to  conceive  cir- 

cumstances in  which  the  helmet  might 
p^sibT^  cause  injury,  but  in  the  vast 

inajority  of  fads,  the  helmet  is  an  undi- 

luted blessing.  Once  again  I’ll  say  that'I 
think  people  who  retusc  to  wear  a ncr- 

inet  while  riding  are  dim-bulbs  at  best-^ 

but  they  have  a right  to  be  as  dim  as 

they  like  and  I will  continue  to  defend 
their  right.  The  constitution  provides  us 
with  all  the  grounds  for  defense  we 
need.  Specious  arguments  against  hel- 
mets, as  such,  cloud  the  real  issue— 
which  is  the  unwarranted  intrusion,  by 
government,  into  private  affairs. 

-Gordon  Joinings 

j)c?C  CYCLE 
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Cycle  dedths  up 
without  helmets 


LANSING — (AP)— Safety  ex- 
perts reports  Michigan’s  mo- 
torcycle death  rate  has  talc^ 
a startling,  jilmp  since  a coui^ 

decision  wiped  out  a law  re- 

tiring ^I  motoreydists  fo 
^ar  crash  helmets. 

Secretary  of  State  James 
Hare  and  Lt.  Bryce  Gray,  of 
the  State  Police  safety  and 
taffic  bureau,  agree  the  higher 
death  rate  can  be  blamed 
larg^  on  the  lack  of  a law 
requiring  that  h e 1 m e i s be 
worn. 

Hare  reported  that  in  1966, 
there  were  104  motorcycle 
riders  killed  on  Micliigan  high- 
ways. 

This  prompted  the  Legisla- 
ture to  enact  a law  making 
the  headgear  mandatory. 

"In  1987,  motorcycle  deaths 
dropped  to  M despite  a 
naarked  increue  in  motor- 
ic y ole  regiitrationi,”  Hare 


said.  “But  a Michigan  court 
then  ruled  the  helmet  require- 
ment was  unconstitutional.” 

Last  year,  without  the  law 
the  deaths  jumped  to  122,  Hare 

said.  Five  pedestrians  also 

were  killed  by  motorcycles. 

Gray  said  there  have  been 
17  motorcycle  deaths  through 
May  1,  a figure  identical  with 
the  same  period  in  1968. 

"But  this  is  only  the  begin- 
ning,” Gray  said.  "Tlie  motor- 
cycle season  is  just  starting. 
There  will  be  more  and  more 
of  them  on  the  roads  from 
now  through  October.” 

Hare  said  40  states  now 
have  helmet  laws.  Reports  ; 
from  30,  Hare  said,  show  a re-  | 
duction  in  deaths.  New  York 
reports  a 50  percent  motorcycle 
death  decline. 

California,  without  such  a ' 
law,  reported  a S percent  in-  ' 
crease  ouring  the  same  period.  i 
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Motorcyclist  Is 
Accident  Victim 


A departure  from  the  usual 
hospital  routine  occurred  fol- 
lowing an  accident  Saturday. 
Instead  of  a hospital  spokes- 
man giving  a report  on  the  pa- 
tient’s condition,  Kenneth 
Wayne  MarsJjjiJ^^  of  11919 
Meadows  TTOad,  Central  Point, 
felt  well  enough  to  report  on 
himself  over  the  phone. 

Marshall  is  recovering  at 
Rogue  Valley  Hospital  from  a 
broken  leg  and  bruises  sustain- 
ed when  the  raotorcv^  he  was 
operating  collmJJPwn  a car 
driven  by^IMff^^ail  Colvin, 
1024  S.  Grape  St.,  Medford, 
early  Saturday  morning.  The 
collision  occurred  at  the  inter- 
sectio.  of  Meadows  Road  and 
Weber  Road. 

“I  have  a broken  leg  and  a 
lot  of  scratches,"  Marshall  said. 
“I  was  thrown  from  the  motor- 
cycle when  we  collided." 

Oregon  State  Police  investi- 
gating the  accident  said  that 
the  Colvin  auto  was  northbound 
on  Meadows  Road  at  12;  10  a.m. 
when  Marshall's  motorcycle  en- 
tered the  uncontrolled  intersec- 
tion from  Weber  Road  and 
struck  the  right  front  fender  of 
the  car.  JMMVMnid  Mctrsball  | 

gvertgri  more  l 


HTory  hdgglBir. 




Jolvin  was  cited  for  failure  to 
yield  right-of-way  and  Marshall  ; 
cited  for  operating  the  motor- 
cycle without  an  operator’s  li- 
cense. 

Additionally,  police  reported 
that  Marshall’s  mother,  Mrsy 
Jackie  Marshall,  was  cited  fdr 
allowing  an  unlicensed  Mamn 
to  operate  a vehicle. 
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Crash  Helmet 
Prevents  Head 
Injury  In  Wreck 


A crash  helmet  saved  a 16- 

year-old  Fayetteville  boy  from 


serious  in.iury  r riday  atte? 

noon  when  his  motorcycle 

struck  the  rear  oT 

Hwy.  71  south. 

Dennis  Keeney,  645  Govern- 
ment Ave.,  was  taken  to  Wash- 
ington General  Hospital  where 
he  was  treated  for  a fractured 
right  arm  and  released  follow- 
ing the  4 p.m.  mishap  in  front 
of  Mexican  Original  Restau- 
rant. 

Patrolman  James  C.  Bayles 
said  Keeney’s  arm  was  frac- 
tured when  he  fell  to  the  pave- 
ment after  being  thrown  head 
first  into  the  rear  of  the  Crown 
Coach  Lines’  bus.  ‘‘His  helmet 
saved  him,"  the  policeman 
ssia: 

Frank  L.  Stapleton,  54,  of 
Joplin,  Mo.,  was  driving  the  bus 
loaded  with  passengers.  He  said 
he  felt  something  strike  the 
rear  of  the  bus  and  looked  in 
his  mirror  to  see  the  youth  and 
his  motorcycle  lying  in  the 
road. 

Fayetteville  police  recently 
began  cracking-down  on  motor- 
cycle safety  equipment  and  in 
one  day  i^ietL-tw^  Lliaii-twe-' 
dozeij^-ettffflons  forimilure 
Sr  crash  helmets.  State  law 
requires  motorcyclists  to  burn 
their  lights  day  or  night,  wear 
a crash  helmet  and  a face 
jhleld  or  goggles,  and  have 
ct^sh  bars  on  their  machine. 
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in  wreck 

Steve  Rodrigue^l9^  of  2809 
Montana  was  reported  in  good 
condition  Tuesday  in  Silver 
Bow  General  Hospital  after  a 
traffic  accident. 

Rodrigues  was  injured 
Monday  when  a motorcycle  he 
was  riding  collided  with  a car 
in  the  3000  block  of  Harrison 
near  the  Butte  Plaza. 

Police  said  Mrs.  Kay  Piety 
English  of  Billings  was  leaving 
the  shopping  center  and  was 
turning  north  onto  Harrison. 
Rodrigues,  who  suffered  face 
and  leg  injuries,  was  riding  his 
motorcycle  north  on  Harrison. 
Police  credited  the  fact  that  ] 
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(a  cl  181  Killed 
In  Va.  (Collision 

A 20-.voar-old  Alexandria 
construction  worker  was  kill-; 
cd  last  night  when  his  motor-| 
; cycle  collided  with  a car  at 

i the  intersection  of  Jordan 

I ) 

i Street  and  Raleigh  Avenue, 

I Alexandria  police  reported,  i 
The  victim,  identified  as 


Herman 

L.  Blankenship  Jr.. 

of  215 

Chinquapin  dr.,  died 

of  liead 

injuries  which  police 

said  could  liave  been  proven- 

ted  had 

he  been  wearing  a 

Jielmet. 

S pas.senger  on  his  motor- 
cycle and  a second  youth  on 
another  motorcycle  were 
; slightly  injured.  Charged  with 
recklcs.s  driving  was  the  driv- 
jcr  of  the  car,  Lillian  T,  Nel- 
son, 20,  of  Morningside,  Md. 

l4/u-sA  /Is  r- 


K 
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Deer,  Helmet 
Saves  Rider  j 

George  E.  Atkinson.  20,  of 
Middletown  today  has  his  safety 

Lelmei,  to  thank  that  he’s  all^ 

according  to  state  police. 

Atkinson  was  riding  south  on 
Delaware  896,  about  a half  mile 
south  of  the  Interstate  95  off 
ramp  about  1:40  a.m.  when  a 
buck  deer  ran  directly  into  the 
path  of  his  motoriycle. 

Atkinson  hit  the  deer.  His 
cycle  veered  and  skidded  about  i 
120  feet  along  the  roadway.  He ! 
suffered  skinned  arms,  legs  and 
hands  and  was  released  after 
treatment  at  Wilmington  Gener- 
al Division- 

Police  noted,  however,  that 

one  side  of  his  helmet  was 

flattened  and  a small  hole  torn 

in  it  from  skidding  on  tfie 

roadway. 

The  deer  was  killed.  It  was 
disposed  of  by  the  state  game 
warden. 


iZycle  Accident  Injures  Two 


Two  Ellicott  City  youths  were 
injured  Tuesday  when  the 
which  they  were 
riding  collided  with  a car  on 
Twin  Rivers  Road  near  Lynx 
Lane  in  Columbia. 

John  S.  Bare,  19,  of  Evergreen 
Ave.,  Ellicott  City,  operating  the 
motorcycle,  and  James  H. 
Pickett,  16,  of  Allview  Drive, 
Ellicott  City,  were  traveling 
north  on  Twin  Rivers  Road  at 
about  2 p.m.  when  their 
motorcycle  turned  left  into  the 
path  of  a vehicle  traveling  south- 
bound on  Twin  Rivers,  driven  by 
Catherine  A.  Hoddinott,  19,  of 
Clarksville. 

Both  Bare  and  Pickett  were 
thrown  off  the  motorcycle.  Bare 
was  released  from  St.  Agnes 
Hospital  with  a fractured  leg, 
and  Pickett  received  treatment 
for  lacerations  and  abrasions. 
Miss  Hoddinott  was  not  injured. 

Charges  are  pending. 


SAVED  BY  T^~  HELMETS?  --  A huge  black  puff  of  smoke  sHraeted 
shoppers  in  the  Wilde  Lalte  Village  Shopping  Center  to  the  scene  of  a 
motorcycle  and  auto  collftion  on  Twin  Rivers  Road,  Tuesday.  Tho  two 
Ellicott  Oty  youths  thrown  over  the  windshield  of  tholr  eycl 

wegring  helmets;  neither  l^y  wos  in|urea  seftocisly. 
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NO  MAN  AN  ISLAND 


My  husband  sells  bikes  for  a living, 
and  my  17-year-old  son  is  earnestly 
saving  for  a 250-cc  Kawasaki  so  motor- 
cycles and  your  magazine  are  part  of  the 
scenery  around  here.  I drive  a school 
bus  for  our  high  school  district  and 
cover  about  75  miles  daily,  so  1 have  an 
opportunity  to  observe  a lot  of  highway 
activity. 

1 wholeheartedly  agree  vath  R. 

Schneider  (CW,  Dec.  ’68)  about  protec- 

tive clothing  and  helmets,  lire  cost  ol 
lioots,  gloves,  jacket,  etc.,,  is  quite  a 

hunk  of  cash.  6ut  wlieii  you  compare 

it  to  a week’s  stay  in  the  hospitaTTl 

think  Tf  evens  out.  Also,  when  you 

consider  (as  a taxpayer)  what  if  costs 

rnonthly  for  one  patient  to ‘dive"  like  a 

vegetable  in  a mental  institution-wTio 

said,  “No  man  is  an  island  unto  him 

•Serr? 


The  new  law  for  a separate  license  for 
motorcycle  riders,  1 think,  is  sensible.  If 
1 had  the  finances  1 would  open  a school 
to  teach  new  riders  how  to  handle  their 
wheels.  Wliy  not  high  school  driver 
education  for  cycles  as  well  as  cars? 

1 could  almost  choke  kids  when  they 
cut  in  front  of  me  when  I’m  doing 
40-50  mph.  But  more  often  than  not,  it 
is  the  four-wheeler  driver  who  thinks 
the  cyclist  is  on  a tinkertoy,  and  does 
not  honor  his  equal  rights  on  the  road.  1 
try  to  give  a wide  berth  to  both  the 
motorized  and  the  pedal  type  of  cycle.  1 
get  a twiiige  when  I read  in  the  paper 
about  a young  person  being  killed  on  a 
motorcycle--but  my  son  also  skin  dives, 
crawls  down  into  caves  and  mine  shafts, 
rides  with  friends  in  cars  well,  I think 
you  see  what  1 mean. 

-.rJrkRS.  MILDRED  J.  MILLARD 
El  Cajon,  Calif. 
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ear-Old  Cycl^ 
Passenger  Hurt 
In  Crash  Here 


Timothy  South,  3,  of  2221 
Oakcreek,  injured  Monday  in  a' 
car^notjuj^cle  accident  on 
Corlfsireet,  was  reported 
improved  today  at  Bronson 
Hospital. 

Hospital  officials  said  his 
condition  was  fair. 

Timothy  was  injured  about  8 
a.m.  when  the  motorcycle  on 
t»diich  he  was  a passenger 
struck  the  side  of  a car  driven 
by  Dallas  D.  DeBoer,  16,  of  1821 
Sheridan,  at  the  intersection  of 
Cork  Street  and  Whittier  Drive, 
according  to  Kalamazoo  patnM- 
man  Thomas  Speers. 

The  boy  was  riding  on  the 
motorcycle  in  front  of  his 
.father,  Melvin  G.,  who  was 
jdriving  when  the  accident 
ioccurred,  Speers  said. 

Speers  said  the  father  was 

thrown  over  the  top  of  the  car 

6y  the  force  of  the  accident  aH3 

Timothy  against  the  side  of  the 


/ Both  were  wearing  protective’ 


ng  to  police. 
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ROAD  RASH 

About  Mrs.  Millard’s  letter  in  favor  of 
helinets  and  other  proti'ctive  riding  wear 
(C\V,  June  ’69).  l et  me  aeco'unt,  briefly, 
an  experience  .iiid  let  your  reailers  come 
to  their  own  conclusions. 

Summers  in  Tucson  sometimes  nudge 

I 15  b,  so  when  it  became  law  not  to 
ride  without  a helmet  and  glasses,  lots 
of  riders  felt  an  imposition  and  big 
inconvenience.  Some  took  to  World  War 

II  pots  and  tiny  little  glasses.  My  wife 
and  1 snapped  bubble  shields  onto  our 
sky  diving  helmets.  Can  you  imagine 
being  inside  a bubble  shield  helmet  in 
August  ill  Arizona? 

Anyway,  the  story  goes  on.  1 bougnl 
a Norton  750  Commando  (nice).  The 
night  was  to  be  cool,  so  my  wife  and  I 
brought  along  our  black  motorcycle 
jackets,  you  know,  the  ones  with  all  the 
; snaps  and  zippers  that  aggravate  righ- 
teous old  ladies  out  of  Tucson.  Return- 
ing home  on  a lonely  mountain  road 
I around  midnight,  a doe  riin  right  in 
] front  of  us.  I'he  next  thing  you  know, 
we  are  ex.imining  the  pavement  real 
close.  We  lioth  got  a good  ^sanding.  My 
I bubble  ihield  iiad  a hole  in  it  you  could 

I .w,igglc  your  thumb  throiiidi.  My  helmet 

I was  .ilinost  worn  throuuh,  and  there  are 

[ fair-sized  holes  in  our  picket  slceies. 

; What  do  you  think  we’d  have  looked 

j like  without  that  stuff  on?  Or,  wearmg 
shorts  and  sandals? 

Then  what  happened?  1 collected 
Norton  parts  from  out  of  the  desert  and 
we  rode  to  the  emergency  ward  by  llu' 
light  of  the  moon.  (When  they  made  the 
Norton,  they  made  a motorcycle). 

I bobsatik 

Jaa  1970  Tucson,  An/ 
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LETS  BE  RATI  OS' A 

Reading  of  Bill  Ivy’s  death  because 
a helmet  fadure  in  a cr.ish  prenupt''  . ' 
to  write  in  favor  cif  head  prcdeciion  ' 
riders. 

On  l-a.Nter  .Sund.iy  of  this  ye.ir.  I 
casing  into  .1  '.m.dl  country  to\i,n  t 
non-racing  30  mph  when  a !,:o  • ' ' 
darted  from  .doncside  the  ro  id  'i;  I 
(liiccfly  under  the  fioni  w h.n  l ■ ' 

X-6.  I lie  imp. let  sn.i|ipeel  llie  bd.c  -- i * 
crown  and  left  one  dead  doe.  one  t ' ■ 

battered  motorcycle,  and  one  bruised 
but  alive  rider  strewn  along  the  pave- 
ment. My  pioleclive  clothing  w.is  iiuite 
lorn,  but  1 was  not.  I he  Bell  500  |\ 
.helmet  which  I wane  received  deep 

abr.isions  over  my  left  temple  as  1 slid 

along  the  avplialt.  In  my  opinion,  that 

now  ruined  helmet  saved  my  life! 

If  motorcyclists  were  to  voluntarily 
adopt  the  proven  safe  practice  of  wear- 
ing helmets  and  devote  their  fighting 
efforts  to  blocking  more  absurd  legisla- 
tion, would  they  not  find  more  friends 
in  the  general  public?  Wouldn’t  a 
general  educational  campaign  about  mo- 
torcycles do  more  for  the  sport  than 
rantings  about  the  constitutional  right 
to  mash  one’s  head?  We’re  fighting  for 
our  very  existence.  Isn’t  it  time  to  stop 
the  polemics  and  become  rational  pro- 
moters of  a great  sport? 

Jan  1970  f-'LOYD  E.  BARWIG,  JR. 

Scotia,  f^Y. 
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Woman  Die^ 
In_Collisi2D 

Of  Car^jJick 

A Eugene  woman  was  injured 
fatally  Friday  night  in  Eugene 
when  a motorcycle  on  which 
she  was  riding  collided  with  a 
car  at  the  comer  of  Monroe 
Street  and  Sixth  Avenue. 

Pronounced  dead  at  12:20 
a.m.  Saturday  in  Sacred  Heart 
General  Hospital  as  a result  of 
head  injuries  suffered  in  the 
accident  was  Linda  Marie  Pink- 
erton, 20,  the  wife  of  Charles 
Pinkerton  of  859  W.  Third  Ave- 
nue, Eugene. 

] The  driver  of  the  motorcycle 
(Mrs.  Pinkerton’s  brother)  Ste- 
ven Allen  Fuchs,  18,  of  Rte.  5 
Box  785,  Eugene,  was  listed  in 
satisfactory  condition  Saturday 
in  Sacred  Heart. 

Eugene  police  said  a car  driv- 
en by  Joe  Rufus  Jackson,  25,  of 
855  W.  28th  Ave.,  Eugene,  and 
the  cycle  collided  at  about  10:20 
p.m.  Friday. 

The  car,  heading  north  on 
Monroe  Street,  was  starting  to 
make  a left  turn  onto  Sixth 
Avenue  when  the  collision  with 
the  motorcycle,  traveling  south 
on  Monroe,  occurred,  reports 
said. 

' Both  riders  on  the  motorcycle 
were  thrown  from  the  machine 
upon  impact  with  the  car,  police 
said.  Mrs.  Pinkerton,  who  was 
throwir27  feet,  was  wearing^ 
safety  helmet  without  a chin 


strap,  reports  said.  The  helmet 

was  found  lUJ  teef  trom  the' 


point  ot'  impact. 

' ;h(  ~ 


Her  brother  was  charged  by 

Eugene  police  with  speeding 
and  Jackin  was  charged  with 
making  an  improper  left  turn, 
police  said. 


S.ic. 

'nvo';.  c. 
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, FLA. 


Youth  dies 
of  injuries 


Thomas  Musal,  16-year-old 
of  1470  S.W.  5th  court,  died 
about  1:30  Friday  afternoon 
from  injuries  suffered  Thurs 
day  evening  in  a motorbik^jc 
cldent. 


IQ 

=( 


was  the  second  traf- 
fic death  recorded  in  Boca  Ra- 
ton this  year. 

Police  officials  said 


M- 


youngster  suffered  fatL, 

irijimes  when  nis  motorbifce 

Hded  with  a second  cvcl 


mSHfiWest  M irirg 

p.m.  Thursday. 

Injured  in  the  same  accident 
were  Harold  K,  Richter,  18, 
1229  N.W.  4th  St.,  and  a pass- 
enger, Bruce  Tolman,  16, 
of  1257  N.W.  5th  St.  Richter 
was  listed  in  satisfactory  con- 
dition by  hospital  authorities 
yesterday.  Tolman  was  treat- 
ed for  multiple  abrasions  and 
released  Thursday  evening,. 

Police  said  Musal  was  px^ 
ceedlng  north  on  Twelfth  Ave- 
nue and  Richter  south  when 
Musal  apparently  turned  left 
in  front  of  the  other  bike. 

One  helmet  was  found  at  the 

scene,  l^piice  ofticlals  saH-g 

oeldngea  to  Mue^  6ut  - 
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Motwcycle 
Acci^nt 
Victim  Dies 

A 20-year-old  woman  from 
Marshall  died  in  Braekenridge 
Hospital  Sunday  of  head 
injuries  received  in  a 
motorcycle-automobile  collision 
Saturday  in  downtown  Austin. 

Police  said  she  was  Miss  Kay 
Henderson,  a passenger  on  a 
motorcycle  driven  by  Steve 
Crayton,  21,  of  1020  East  45th 
St.,  Apartment  157,  when  it  was 
in  collision  with  a car  at  4th  and 
Lavaca  Saturday  afternoon. 

Crayton  was  released  from 
Braekenridge  Hospital  Saturday 
after  treatment. 

The  driver  of  the  car  was  not 
injured.  She  was  identified  by 
police  as  Ruby  Nettles  Noack, 
62,  of  1709  Brentwood. 

The  car  was  eastbound  on  4thl 
and  the  cycle  northbound  on 
Lavaca,  police  said. 

Miss  Henderson,  in  addition  to 
the  head  injuries,  also  had 
fractures  of  both  legs  and  was 
in  the  intensive  care  section  of 
the  hospital  until  her  death. 

After  the  collision,  one 
protective  helmet  like  those 

worn  by  cyclists,  was  found  in 

rhft  intOTsection.  Police  said  it 


apparently  belonged  to  Crayton. 

Miss  Henderson  apparently  was 


norWearing  a nelm^ 

Her  body  'Wm  be  transferred 
Monday  from  'Wilke-Clay 
Funeral  Home  to  Sullivan 
funeral  Home  in  Marshall  for 
^eral  arrangements.  She  is 
Survived  by  her  parents,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  C.  B.  Henderson 
Marshall. 


Accident  Victim  Dies 


Hours  After  Wreck 


Star-Telegram  Mid-CItlei  Bureau 

RICHLAND  HILL^S  - Dan- 
ny C.  Williamson,  19,  died  at 
Peter  Smith  Hospital  In  Fort 
Worth  Wednesday  afternoon, 


five  hours  after  the  motorcy- 
cle on  which  he  was  riding 
collided  with  a car  at  Texas 
183  and  Norton  Drive  here. 

Williamson,  a mechanic 
who  resided  at  3012  Willow 
Park  in  Richland  Hills,  died 
at  1:43  p.m.  from  head  inju- 
ries received  in  the  crash 
about  8 a m. 
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He  was  a passenger  on  a 
motorcycle  driven  by  Jerry 
Ray  Lambert,  16,  of  7963  Da- 
vis Bivd.  in  Richland  Hills. 
Lambert  was  released  after 
emergency  treatment  at  Peter 
Smith. 

I A Richland  Hills  policeman 
said  that  Lambert  apparently 
j was  thrown  into  the  right  side  i 
of  the  car  while  Williamson 
was  thrown  over  the  auto  onto 
i the  ground.  He  was  wearing 
safety  helmet  but  lost  it  in  ove 

crash,  a police  deparfenenf  i 

' spokesman  said. 

Three  occupants  of  the  car 
were  not  injured,  police  said. 

The  death  was  the  first  traf- 
fic fatality  of  the  year  here 
and  the  41st  in  Tarrant  Coun- 
ty. 

Moore  Funeral  Home  in  Ar- 
lington will  announce  ar- 
rangements. 

Surviving  are  his  parents, 
Mrs.  and  Mrs.  Jesse  S.  Wil- 
liamson; four  brothers,  Jesse 
Williamson,  Rocky  Conaway,  , 
Ricky  Conaway  and  David  ! 
Conaway;  a sister,  Susan  Wil-  j 
liamson,  all  of  Richland  Hills;  1 
and  his  grandparents,  Mrs.  ' 
Mary  Earner  of  Rusk  and  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Rube  Chapman  of  ' 
Farmersville. 
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Accident  victim 


Cycli^djes^er  2 years  in  coma 


Michael  David  Allen,  20,  Lake 

Mary’s  Hospital,  Rochester^  and 
was  still  in  critical  condition  on 

Crystal,  became  a 1967  Min- 

a helmet  on  and  fastened,  was 

nesota  traffic  statistic  when  he 

Wednesday  after  the  accident. 

too  late  for  Allen.  Hair  was 

died  at  1;35  p.m.  Saturday  at  St. 

Allen  was  taken  to  St.  Joseph’s 

found  imbedded  in  the  roof  of 

Joseph’s  Unit. 

Unit  in  October  1967  and  re- 

the  car  according  to  the  lligli- 

Two  years  and  five  days  ago 
he  collided  with  a car  while  on  a 
motorcycle  at  the  intersection  of 
Highway  169  and  Blue  Earth 
County  Road  69. 

Allen  went  into  a coma  with 
multiple  fractures  and  abra- 
sions and  never  regained  con- 
sciousness. 

The  accident  happened  Sun- 
day, July  23,  1967.  He  was  taken 

mained  hospitalized. 

The  collision  occurred  at  the 
intersection,  when  Ted  Evenson, 
61,  of  Garden  City,  was  crossing 
Highway  169  heading  into  the 
Junction  Inn.  Evenson  was  not 
hurt. 

The  motorcycle  was  demo- 
lished and  the  car  received  $200 
damage. 

The  Minnesota  Highway  Traf- 

way  Patrol.  't'Ihe  law  didn’t  gb 

into  effecl  until  May  1,  1968.  The 
law  was  passed  in  the  1967  leg- 
islative session. 

Funeral  services  will  be  at  2 
p.m.  Tuesday  at  the  Centenary 
Methodist  Church,  the  Rev. 
Ralph  High  officating. 

Burial  will  be  in  the  Grand- 
view Cemetery.  'Visitation  will 
continue  until  noon  Tuesday  at 

Id  Immanuel  Unit  Late  .Sundav 

fic  Regulation  Ac|..  which  oro- 

night  he  was  transferred  lU  Sl.'tTfBfB^ffl^TTriver  or  rider  ot  a 

j 

WA^Frr2:GTOM.  n.  n,  r>oori 

Front  Edit  Oihir  ✓ 

Pogo  Pago  Para  . 

Landkamers  and  one  hour  be- 
fore services  at  the  church. 

Survivors  include  parents,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Rollin  Allen  of  rural 
Lake  Crystal  and  grandmother, 
Mrs.  Veva  Sheppard  of  Gold 
Beach,  Ore. 

He  was  born  in  Mankato  on 
Feb.  19,  1949  and  was  graduated 
by  Mankato  High  School  in  1967. 
Allen  was  active  in  track  and 
gymnastics  in  school  as  well  as 
stock  racing. 

At  the  time  of  the  accidentia 
was  employed  at  the  Chip  Sfreak 
Provision  Co.,  Mankato. 
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dienver  Youth  Killed  in  Cycle  Crash 'i 


A 15-vear-old  youth  Sunday  be 

J>enver*s  lyh  tratnc  tatali^  oi  the 


became 

^ olt  the  year 

yhen  he  died  in  Denver  General  Hos- 

Ital  ot  head  injuries  received  in  an 


ai^^:0-motprcjvcie  emsU^  li'riday. 

The  youth  was  idenTified  as  Michael  Louis 
Abeyta,  son  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Perfecto  Abeyta  of 
2441  W.  Amherst  Ave.  Denver  had  23  fatalities 
for  the  same  period  in  1968. 

Patrolman  William  D.  Owens  said  Abeyta 
was  a passenger  on  a motorcycle  driven  by  his 
brodier,  Alvin  G.  Abeyta,  16,  when  the  crash 
occurred  at  W.  Seventh  Ave.  and  Sheridan. 

Owens  said  the  motorcycle  was  northbound 
on  Sheridan  Blvd.  when  . 

Mrs.  JuBe  D.  Tabberer,  M,  ot  623  Winona 


Traffic  Fatalities 


Colorado,  1969  

127 

(Under  21)  

SI 

Colorado,  1968  

U9 

Denver,  1%9  

11 

Denver,  1968  

2S 

Court,  as  she  attempted  to  turn  left  into  a shop- 
ping center  driveway. 

The  Abeyta  boys  were  thrown  over  the  car 
for  a distance  of  43^^  feet  after  the  impact,  Ow- 
said.  Albert  Abeyta  was  taken  Ip  Dmver 


ens 


General  Hospital  and  released  after  troatwool. 
lid  neither  youth 
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^Deaths  of  5 Persons  BoosT^ 
1969  Highwaay  Toll  to  215 


The  annual  death  toll  on 
Colorado  highways  continu- 
ed to  climb  Monday  as  the 
State  Patrol  reported  five 
persons  killed,  three  of 
them  in  one  crash. 

Their  death  raised  the  1969 
traffic  death  count  to  215,  only 
six  fewer  than  on  this  date  last 
year. 

Latest  to  die  were  Robert  Roy 
Peterson,  19,  of  Anaconda, 
|Mont.;  Murray  Gosnell,  23,  who 
: lived  eight  miles  west  of  Do- 
I lores;  Grace  Edith  Muirheld,  73. 
lof  Yuma;  Guy  Frank  Muirheld, 
51,  of  240  E.  19th  Ave.,  and  Ruth 
I Evelyn  Fender,  68,  who  lived 
southeast  of  Akron. 

* * * 

State  Patrolman  Paymond 
Holt  said  Peterson  died  on  the 
way  to  Lutheran  Hospilal  of 

liead  In  ir.ries  alter  his  motoi^- 

cle  crashed  about  two-anlWBfflf 
fims  eait  of  U.S.  40  on  lookout 
Mountain  Road. 

Holt  said  the  motorcycle  skid- 


Traffic Fatalities 


Colorado,  1969  215 

(Under  21)  58 

Colorado,  1968  221 

Denver,  1969  80 

Denver,  1968  41 


ded  33  feet  on  the  gravel  shoul- 
der before  plunging  into  the  bor- 
row pit  and  throwing  Peterson 
17  feet. 

Peterson  was  not  wearing  a 

crash  helmet.  Holt  said. 


State  Patrolman  Robert  Espi- 
noza said  Gosnell  was  killed  in  a 
single-car  crash  five  miles  east 
of  Pagosa  Springs  on  U.S.  160j 
His  care  went  off  the  left  sidd 
of  the  road  and  sslammed  into  a 
liridge  abutment  after  Gosnell 
apparently  fell  asleep  at  th 
wheel,  Espinoza  added. 

He  said  Ciosnell,  who  died 
head  and  internal  injuries,  w. 
not  wearing  the  seat  belts 
stalled  in  the  car. 


□ 

Herman  L.  Hlank'm^hip  Jr  . 
20,  of  215  Chinqaapm  D^^■e,  Al- 
exandria, was  kilierl  lavt  night 
when  hLs  moforcvcie  and  a car 
collided  at  the  intersection  of 
Jordan-st  and  Haleigh-av,  ftl^- 
httad  iinjiii'x*^  -mTrttt~~tnnT  Bmf 

^rovonl»j  if  lifhiTittrnrn  a hfr* 

harti  Upiiiahrfriiii  »aa4. 


Mrs,  Muirhead,  her  son,  Guy, 
and  Mrs.  Fender  were  killed  in 
a two-car  crash  three  miles  west 
of  Otis  on  U.S.  34  in  Washington 
County,  according  to  State  Pa- 
trolman John  Edward  Roth. 

Toth  sais  the  westbound  car, 
driven  by  Mrs.  Fender,  appar- 
ently puUed  into  the  east  bound 
lane  while  attempting  to  pass 
another  vehicle,  and  hit  the 
eastbound  car,  driven  by  Mrs. 
Muirhead,  head-on. 

All  three  died  of  head  and  in- 
ternal injuries. 

Roth  said  neight  vehicle  had 
seat  belts  installed. 


the  back  of 

State  police  said  Margaret 
Brindle,  19,  of  Boardman,  Ohio, 
was  a passenger  on  a motor- 
cycle driven  by  Elbert  Ledesque, 
27,  of  Youngstown,  Ohio,  when 
it  apparently  went  out  of  control 
along  Pennsylvania  208  near 
New  Bedford.  Police  said  it  went 
into  a ditch  and  smashed  against 
a telephone  pole. 

Miss  Brin^e  hit  her  head  off 
thgWfefiiM  aia'  was  flMB'on 

arrtvil  tKyiiai.  Laoiaqu^ 
was  In  serloui  con- 

dition, police  .said. 
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Ri)ler  Injured 
In  CycjeJWreck 

Brenda  L.  Harrison,  17,  1714  1 
Squalicum  Lake  TfflSftT^as  in  ' 
St.  Joseph’s  Hospital  Tuesday'; 
with  cuts  and  bruises  she  re-  i 
ceived  when  she  was  thrown  ^ 
from  her  motorcycle.  j 

The  State  Patrol  said  the , 
1968  ’cycle  went  out  of  control! 
Monday  on  the  Squalcium  Lake  j 
Road,  a half  mile  west  of  i 
Agate  Bay.  The  ’cycle  tipped  I 
over,  throwing  the  girl  on  the 
pavement.  Shewas  not  wear- 
inp  a helm^et  at  ihe  time  oC 

thejCCldfiJlL- 

" Miss  Harrison  was  taken  to 
the  hospital  by  Crown  Ambu- 
lance. 

Identified  as  the  drivers  of 
vehicles  involved  in  a collision  I 
in  front  of  2251  Mount  Baker  i 
Highway  are  Raymond  A.  Sygi- 1 
towici,  19,  Deming,  and  Her^rt  Ij 
Arnold,  17,  2910  W.  Maplewood 

^ 


C’  i , o'  lo 

RlI  jEI IURY 


Fat^Jjly  oil 
Stark  Roads 


A skull  fracture  caused  the 

deatii  Sunday  night  of  moto^ 


cyclist  George  Adam  i^ni — .. 
29,  of  1123^  Market  ave  S,  wtiio 
was  injured  fatally  on  Route  30 
in  Perry  Township. 

The  ruling  was  made  Monday 
afternoon  by  County  Coroner  G. 
S.  Shaheen,  who  scored  the 
death  the  23rd  traffic  fatality  in 
Stark  County  this  year. 

Mr.  Phillips  suffered  the  fatal 
injuries  when  his  cycle  struck  a 
concrete  medial  strip  just  south 
of  Doctor’s  Hospital  and  flipped 
over. 


The  Ohio  Highway  Patrol 

saKTlhe  victim  was  not  w^eaHng 

a protective  helmet. 

The  crash  was  the  second 
'motorcycle  fatality  of  the  day 
in  Stark  County,  occurring  less, 
than  seven  hours  after  Charles! 
Isaac  Byers,  32,  of  42381 
Waynesburg  dr  SE,  was  killed  ! 
when  his  motorcycle  crashed  j 
into  a car  on  Route  43  at  Sandy  I 
ave  SE.  | 

Services  for  Mr.  Fdiillips  will| 
be  held  Wednesday  at  10  a.m.i 
in  the  Don  Williams  funeral, 
home.  Burial  will  be  in  Forest 
Hill  Cemietery. 

Friends  may  call ’"today  .2  to'  4 
and  7 to  9 p.m.  at  the  funeral 
home. 
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STATE  TRAFFIC 
DEATHS 
1969  to  date:  722 
1968  to  date:  686 
’69  deaths  under  21:  228 


A 15-year-old  Mangum 
youth  was  killed  Monday 
when  his  motor  scooter 
and  a car  collided  In  Man- 
gum,  the  highway  patrol 
reported  today. 


ueaa  is  »..ary  uiay  tJocK, 
son  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Jack 
Bock  of  Mangum. 

The  youth  died  of  head 
Injuries  after  the  collision 
with  a car  driven  by  Nel- 
son Mymle  Cooksey,  26, 
Mangum,  who  was  not  in- 
jured. The  highway  D£ 


said  Bo5c  was  knocked  off 


"aT 


the  jgoofer 
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Unused,  Boy  Cyclisti 
vs  Killed  on  His  'First  Ride' 


1 By  J.  HARRY  CAMP 

Of  The  Bulletin  Staff 


he  never  showed  any  interest 
in  motorcycles.” 

Friday  may  have  been  the  Borrowed  Cycle 
first  time  James  Gerard  So-  But  it  was  their  son.  And 
Ion,  17,  ever  rode  a yesterday,  in  the  Solon  home, 

‘^ycle.  with  Jimmie’sdog  waiting  at 

the  door  for  his  master  to 
come  in,  Mrs.  Solon  described 
whats  he  believed  happened. 

“It  was  a borrowed  motor- 
c.\'cle,”  she  said.  “We  under- 
stand somebody  dared  Jimmie 
to  get  on  it. 

“Oh,  he  was  a daredevil.  He 
was  never  afraid.  He  must 
have  gotten  on  it  and  driven 
off  even  though  he  had  nev- 
er been  on  one  before.” 

Police  said  the  motorcycle 
belonged  to  a 22-year-old 
youth  who  loaned  it  to  a Rox- 
borough  High  School  student 
to  take  to  the  school  at  Ridge 
ave.  and  Fountain  st. 


also  he  last  time. 

The  Roxborough  High 
School  honor  student  was 
killed  when  he  lost  control  of 
the  borrowed  machine  on  a 
hill  and  was  thrown  into  a 
metal  fence. 

His  parents,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
John  J.  Solon,  of  3457  Cresson 
St.,  East  Falls,  said  as  far  as 
they  know  their  son  never  be- 
fore rode  a motorcycle. 

“He  never  said  anything 
about  operating  or  wanting  to 
own  one,”  said  his  mother, 
Ann  Marie. 

“When  we  got  to  the  hospi- 
tal and  the  ytold  us  about  the 
accident,  I was  sure  it  wasn’t 
_our  son,” 


Loses  Control 

In  J apparently 

loaned  it  to  Jimmie,  who 
drove  it  a block  and  a half 
east  where  he  lost  control  as 
e turned  to  go  up  fairway 
terrace.  Jimmie  was  thrown 
headfirst  inro  a wrought 

lence  m iront  of  an  entranclp. 

I - 

The  unused  helmet  was  still 
sHuppuJ  iu  [lie  side  ot  Ihe  AfTT 

tui cycle  wlien  nonce  IhoL-  il 

away  aHer  the  accVni 

p was  at  12.30 

all 

the  0 her  Roxborough  High 
School  students,  had  been  dis- 
missed earlier  in  the  morning 
because  of  the  teacher  .strike 
But  Jimmie  would  not  have 
been  at  school  in  the  afternoon 
even  if  there  had  been  no 
strike. 

He  was  enrolled  in  a spe- 
cial program  for  students 
With  esf^cially  high  grades 
that  enables  them  to  attend 
classes  in  the  morning  and 
hold  jobs  in  the  afternoon.  His 
lowest  mark  last  year  was  83. 
All  his  other  grades  were  in 
the  90  s. 


Gas  Station  Job 

At  12.30  P.  M..  he  normally 
would  have  reported  for  work 
at  a service  station  on  Lever- 
ing Mill  road  in  Belmont  Hills. 
But  on  Friday,  because  of  con- 
struction work  at  the  station, 
Jimmie’s  boss  had  told  him  not 
to^come  to  work  until  3 P.  M. 

“Jimmie  wanted  to  go  to 
college,”  said  his  mother. 
“He  was  a whiz  at  mathe- 
matics and  he  wanted  to  be 
an  accountant. 

“He  liked  to  play  baseball 
and  he  was  a good  mechanic. 
But  motorcycles  ...  oh.  no. 
He  never  even  talked  about 
them.’t 


JnUmg  enco, 
WASHINGTON,  n.  c.  zor-' 


-■nc. 


Edit 

Poga 


Olh«r 

Pago 


Sa-M'-.'JTA,  FLA. 

M - 3g,(i(K) 

S - 3 6 , J 6 6 

J.'.  . 


1 1/t.Y  par- 
' Killed  In 


» A 16-year-old  Sarasota  boy 
ias  fatally  injured  Monday 
ffternoon  when  his  motorcycle 
slammed  into  the  side  of  a 
car  on  Fruitville  Road  three 
miles  east  of  Sarasota,  and 
catapulted  him  beneath  an 
Jincoming  vehicle. 
f]  Charles  Reed  Cotilla,  4858 
,?Proctor  Road,  who  state  troofir 
ers  ’tay  was  not  wearing_a 
pronounci 
p.m.  in  the 


emergency  room  at  Sarasota 
Memorial  Hospital. 

Florida  State  Trooper  C.  E. 
Campbell  said  Cotilla’s  motor- 
cycle  was  westbound  on 
Fruitville  Road  when  an  east- 
bound  car  driven  by  Joann 
Marie  Dudash,  27,  2574  Haw- 
thorne St.,  Sarasota,  made  a 
left  turn  into  his  path. 

Campbell  said  Cotilla  was 
thrown  from  his  vehicle  on 
impact.  The  youth  slid  down 


the  pavement,  he  said,  and 
stopped  under  the  front  of 
an  eastbound  car  driven  by 
James  Harold  Black,  40,  134 
Conrad  Ave.,  Sarasota.  Black 
had  just  halted  his  vehicle. 
He  had  been  immediately  be- 
hind the  Dudash  car. 

Campbell  charged  Joann 
Dudash  with  failure  to  yield 
right  of  way  while  turning 


left. 
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Man  Dies 
When  Hit  ' 
On  Cycle 

An  Anchorage  man  was 
killed  about  2:30  a.m.  Sunday 
when  the  motorcYcle  he  was 
riding  was  struck  fro)n  the  rear 
as  he  was  stopped  for  a red 
light. 

Ronald  Peter  LaFramboise, 

18,  of  2603  29th  Ave.,  received 
massive  internal  injuries,  a 
brain  concussion  and 

hemmoraging  of  the  brain  m 

accident.  He  died  a few 

hours  after  the  accident  in 
Providence  Hospital. 

City  police  meanwhile 
arrested  Larry  Allen 
Austermual,  29,  of  Kasilof.  He 
was  charged  with  driving  while 
intoxicated  and  with  failure  to 
remain  and  render  as.sistance,  a 
felony. 

Police  Sgt.  Ron  Otte  .said 
LaFramboise  was  stopped  for 
a red  light  at  Spenard  Road 
headed  west  on  Northern 
Lights  Boulevard  when  the 
incident  occurred.  The 
Austermual  vehicle  continued 
through  the  intersection  after 
the  impact. 

Otte  said  witnesses  followed 
the  vehicle  to  the  Minnesota  _ 
Bypass,  where  it  turned  right. 
Austermual  was  apprehended 
at  26th  Avenue  and  the  bypass,  j 
Otte  said. 

The  injured  man  was  taken 
to  Providence  Hospital  for  j 
treatment.  He  died  a few  hours 
later,  Otte  said.  J^jerejvasno 
indicatior^haHh^notorc^R 

rTaer  was  wearing  a saletv'^  f 

helmet. 
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C^r-cyde  crash 
claims  2cl  life 


A Wj^ar^d  Town  of  Union 
youth  died  early  this  morning 
at  Wilson  Memorial  Hospital 
from  1 n j u E-i  e s suffered  in  a 
car-motorcycle  crash  Saturday 
night  that  also  took  the  life  of 
his  17-year-old  companion. 

Denniis  Matthews  of  762  Town 
Line  Road,  Town  of  Union,  a 
passenger  on  the  motorcycle, 
died  shortly  before  1 a.m.  this 
morning,  hospital  officials  said. 
The  youth  had  been  in  critical 
condition  with  a head  injury 
since  he  was  admitted  ^rtly 
after  7:30  p.m.  Saturday. 

Steven  ^pa,  of  ^1  Albany 
Avenue,  Johnson  City,  the  driv- 
er of  the  motorcycle,  was 
killed  instantly  in  the  crash 
when  he  was  thrown  into  the 
windshield  of  the  car  with 
which  the  motorcycle  collided. 
Dr.  Melvin  D.  Jones,  a Broome 
County  coroner,  pronounced  the 
youth  dead  at  the  scene. 

Michael  Sturdevant,  17,  of 
329  Reynolds  Road,  Johnson 


City,  the  driver  of  the  car,  and 
Raymond  Ritch,  18,  of  9 Lind- 
bergh St.,  Johnson  City,  his 
passenger,  escaped  serious  in- 
jury in  the  accident. 

Deputies  were  still  trying  to 
piece  together  the  circum- 
stances of  the  crash  last  night. 

They  believe  that  the  Sturde- 
vant car,  traveling  south  on 
Oakdale  Road,  was  passing  an- 
other vehicle  when  the  impact 
occurred.  Young  Sturdevant  ap- 
parently could  not  see  the  mo- 
torcycle approaching  in  the 
early  evening  darkness,  depu- 
ties said,  because  there  were 
no  lights  on  the  motorcycle. 
The  crash  took  place  in  the 
northbound  lane  in  front  of 
1142  Oakdale  Road,  deputies 
said. 

Both  youths  were  thrown 

from  the  motorcycle,  depuhes 

said,  and  neither  was  wearing 

a protective  helmet.  The  fatali- 

iies  Were  the  ilkn  and  31st  re- 
corded in  Broome  County  tihis 
year. 
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Young  Cyclist 
Ignores  Helmet, 

loses  ttis  lile 

. 1 . 1 • \ I i 

I,,  , I,,  u ......  . ■ ' 

li,  ,,i  iii.iiiiY  I'l. 

was  fatally  injured  last  night.  j 
With  a rnmpounrl  fracture  of  I 
the  forehead,  his  brain  exposed, j 
the  youth  lived  onlv  an  hour  ml 
Turlock  Community  Hospital  | 
after  his  motorcycle  collided  i 
with  a car.  | 


Cycle-Car  Crash 
Fatal  to  Youth,  17 


A 17-year-old 

when  his^BW^sWyi'lU  i>lia  into 
the  Beltliife  onto  Alby  Street. 

Bruce  Edward  Gray,  17, 
son  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Olin 
Gray  of  856  Chouteau  Ave., 

Alton,  died  at  8 p.m. 

Thursday  at  Barnes 
Hospital  in  St.  Louis  where 
he  had  been  taken  after 
emergency  treatment  at 
Alton  Memorial  Hospital. 

Police  said  the  youth  had 
a cast  on  one  arm  ap- 
parently from  a previous 
motorcycle  accident. 

Alton  Police  Patrolman 
Jesse  Cunningham  said  that  (Continued  on  Page  2,  Col.  2.) 


s fatally  injured  Thursday 
e side  of  a car  turning  off 

Gra^^^£s___n2t_weariijg_^ 

safety  helmet  when  tie 

tataify  intured.  ke  sufferm 

massive  nead  imunes  ainng 

with  fractures  of  tteari^ 

and  legs.. 

The  Illinois  ' Supreme 
Court  recently  ruled  as 
unconstitutional  a section  of 
the  law  requiring  that 
motorcycle  riders  wear 
safety  helmets. 

Gray’s  death  brings  the 
number  of  fatal  accidents 


Dies  After 
Hitting  Pole 

4 15-ypar-nld  Thousand  Oaks 
boy  was  killed  Monday  night 
when  he  was  hurled  head-long 
into  a telephone  pole  after 
losing  control  of  a motorcycle 
he  was  riding  near  his  home, 
sheriff’s  deputies  said. 

Gary  C.  Weber,  son  of  Mr. 
and  Mr.s.  Ronald  Weber,  1460 
Avenida  Los  Arboles,  died  at 
6:45  p.m.  at  Los  Robles  Hospital 
without  regaining  consciousness. 
He  had  suffered  severe  head 

iniunes  " ' 

Deputies  said  Weber  . was 
traveling  north  on  Caile  Tulipan 
when  the  accident  occurred 
about  4:.56  p.ni.  near  Avenida 
I>os  Arlxiles.  'Pwo  friends  wit- 
nessed the  crach. 

The  motorcycle,  according  to 
deputies,  veered  off  the  road- 
way, leaped  over  a curb, 
slammed  jnto  a mailbox  and 
fire  hydrant,  and  then  threw 
Weber  into  the  lar^‘  wooden 
pole.  He  was  not  wearing  a 
protective  helmet,  at  fhe  limp  ‘*‘ 

Dary  Nixon,  16,  of  148^  Calle 
Madreselea,  said  Weber  had 
borrowed  his  motorcycle.  He 
said  he  and  William  Smith,  15, 
of  1490  Calle  Abeto,  were  behind 
Weber. 

He  said  Weber  turned  around 
to  ‘'look  at  us,”  when  the 
motorcycle  suddenly  careened 
out  of  control. 

Funeral  services  for  Weber 
are  pending  at  the  Gnffin 
Brothers  Mortuary  in  Thousand 
Ipaks.  ; 
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^.c.  Boy 

Killed 
On 

Douglas  Ralph  Shoop,  the 
18-year-oId  son  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Ralph  F.  Shoop  of  180 
Cerrito  Avenue,  Redwood 
City,  was  apparently  in- 
8 t a n 1 1 y killed  when  he 
struck  a large  oak  tree 
head-on  after  losing  control 
of  his  1967  model  English 
motorcycle  on  the  winding 
Westridge  Drive  in  Portola 
V'alley  last  night,  sheriff’s 
deputies  reported  today. 

Deputies  Denni.s  Bentley  and 
Eugene  Boklund  reported  the 
youth,  a student  at  Wood.side 
High  School,  was  westbound  on 
the  road,  apparently  at  high 
'speed,  when  he  lost  control  on  a 
'sharp  curve  east  of  Paloma 
Road.  The  motorcycle  left  the 
roadway,  travelled  through 
some  light  brush  and  struck  the 
oak  tree,  whose  trunk  had  a 
4-foot  diameter,  head-on. 

The  deputies  said  they  found 
I the  trunk  of  the  tree  badly 
i scarred  about  2-feet  up  from  the 
I base,  and  an  indentation  with 
! some  hair  in  it. 


Rank;  Sgf 
Age:  35 

Type  vehicle:  Honda  90ec  motorcycle 
Dejcription  of  accident: 


^ I IV  VY  as 


viuisiug  diong .o 

weight  motorcycle  at  a low  rate  of 
speed  near  one  of  our  overseas  bases, 
1 c Sgt  saw  a small  pig  crossing  the 
road.  He  attempted  to  avoid  it  and  al- 
most did.  But  the  pig  had  other  no- 
I'ons.  It  darted  back  the  way  it  had 
come  and  ran  into  the  motorcycle 
knocking  the  Sgt  ojT.  .The  Sia  st 
His  head  on  the  pav^^yt 

tjined...  Stull  fr»care.  gy 

consciousness. 


Probable  came; 

Unsuccessful  evasive  action. 


Wllgn  they  arrived  tp^ 
.scene,  Bentley  anTIBo^Tl^yr^. 
poried,  Alioup'  IVtfWying  on  nis 

side  and  pieedmg  trom  both 

ears,  the  mouth  and  nose.  They 

said  Me  bad  no  puise  ahd  was 
not  breathing.  He  was  pro- 
nounced dead  on  arrival  at  the 
Stanford  Medical  Center, 

A friend,  David  L.  Condon  of  9 
Betty  Court.  Atherton,  told  the 
j deputies  he  and  Shoop  had  al- 
Imost  reached  their  destination. 
|He  said  he  was  going  about  35 
jto  40  miles  per  hour,  but  Shoop! 
was  gaining  on  him.  I 

Condon  said  he  reached  a 
driveway,  and  “All  I knew  he 
wasn’t  there.  The  others  said 
they  heard  some  skidding,  and  I 
went  back  and  found  him  otif  the 
road.’’ 
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Accident  Kills  I 
Sonora  Youth  i 
On  Motorcycle  I 

WVcCldtchy  NewspaSSt^serTlce 

SONORA  — Michoal  D e a n 
Grogar^#r'Pt  Sonora  died  in 
ScerTfcGeneral  Hospital  early 
this  morning  of  massive  ha^dj 
injuries  suffered  eight  hours 
after  a motorcycle  on  which  he 
was  riding  crashed  into  thei 
rear  of  a car  on  Highway  108; 
three  miles  east  of  here.  ! 

The  driver  of  the  car,  Mrs. 
Carol  Ennis,  37,  of  Sonora  told, 
California  Highway  Patrol  offi- 
cers she  heard  a thump  and 
saw  a boy  sailing  past  the  win- 
dow; he  was  attempting  to  keep 
upright.  She  said  he  looked  as 
though  he  was  skating  by. 

Richard  Engel,  17,  of  Sonora, 
the  driver  of  the  motorcycle, 
was  not  injured. 

Stopped  Car 

Mrs.  Ennis  had  stopped  her 
car  on  the  highway,  waiting  for; 
traffic  to  ciear  so  that  she  could- 
tum  ieft  into  the  peeking  lot  of 
Value  Giant  store. 

Highway  Patrol  officer  Rich- 
ard Carter,  who  witnessed  the 
accident,  estimated  the  motor- 
cycle’s speed  at  55  to  60  miles 
per  hour.  He  repdrted  the  driver 
had  his  head  turned  to  the  right 
and  was  squinting,  maybe  be- 
cause of  the  sun. 

Grogan,  who  was  not  wear- 

ing a crash  helmet.  landed  ^ 
his  back  in  the  miadle  of  the 

The  Highway  Patrol 

repoiT^id  Uie  driver  applied 
the  brakes  but  the  cycle  slddded 
on  the  wet  pavement  into  the 
rear  of  the  car. 
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Motorcycle  Crash 
Kills  Ogden  Teen 


I A 17-year-old  Ogden  boy  was 
, fatally  injured  Tuesday  at  about 
5:45  p.m.  when  his  motorcycle 
'collided  with  a car  on  Harrison 
'Boulevard  at  Old  Post  Road. 

Victor  Kim  Collett,  son  of 
'Mrs.  Aletha  Dustin  of  3135  Iowa 
died  nearly  three  hours  after 
I the  accident  in  the  McKay  Hos- 
pital. He  suffered  massive  head 
iniuries*in  iH^  rrii^nap.  ~ 

Utah  Highway  Patrol  Trooper 
Rob  Nielsen  said  the  Collett 
youth  was  turning  left  off  Old 
Post  Road  onto  llarrison  when 
he  was  struck  by  a northbound 
I car  driven  by  James  George 
iMichelson,  33.  of  1832  E.  1950  S. 

' FRONT  OF  CAR 

j Trooper  Nielsen  said  the  mo- 
jtorcycle  collided  with  the  right 
front  of  the  vehicle.  He  said  the 
Collett  youth  was  not  wearing 

a helmet  at  the  time  oi  the  ac- 


north  curb.  As  she  got  to  the 
front  of  the  bus  the  boy  ran  out 
into  the  path  of  the  car. 

Officer  Cragun  said  the  youth 
was  carried  on  the  hood  of  the 
car  for  about  62  feet  before  fall- 
ing off.  No  citations  were  li- 
su^. 

Thayer  Forrest  Hussey,  22,  of 
878  24th  suffered  bruises  and 
scrapes  on  his  right  leg  when 
he  struck  a dog  with  his  motor- 
cycle near  Fowler  on  29th  Street 
at  8:06  p.m.  Tuesday. 

SEE  DOCTOR 

Officer  Jerry  Smith  said  Mr. 
Hussey  did  not  require  hospital 
' treatment,  but  said  he  would  see 
his  own  doctor  for  treatment  of 
his  injuries. 

(See  obituary  on  Collett  you'th 
on  Page  3D.) 


mials  at  the  McKay  Hos- 
pital said  the  youth  died  of  mas- 
sive head  injuries  at  8:33  p.m. 

Two  other  persons  were  in- 
jured in  accidents  in  Ogden 
Tuesday,  one  when  his  motor- 
cycle struck  a dog  and  the  other 
when  struck  by  a car  after  get- 
ting off  a bus. 

Edwin  Jardine,  15,  son  of  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Jim  J.  Jardine  of  3975 
Adams  of  South  Ogden,  suffered 
leg  and  arm  injuries  when 
.struck  by  the  car  at  36th  and 
Monroe  at  about  6 p.m.  He  was 
I treated  at  the  McKay  Hospital 
land  released. 

STRUCK  BY  CAR 

Officer  Willard  Cragun  said 
the  youth  was  struck  by  a car 
driven  by  Jamie  Cave,  16,  of 
2640  Liberty,  westbound  on  36th. 

Miss  Cave  told  the  officer  she 
saw  the  city  bus  stopped  at  the 
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Mot^vclist,  19. 
Hurt  CriticaHy  in 
Fairfield  trash 

jured  yesterday  at  12:08  pm 
when  the  motorcycle  he  was  rid-' 

Ren.^^  ® North! 

Benson  road  in  Fairfield,  police 
reported.  ponce 

rarf'"®  treated  in  the  intensive 

IZ  skull  anH  broken 

left  wiisl  IS  irevor  Vellis,  of  834 
Ifolland  Hill  road.  Fairfield 

the  motorcycle  was  heading  south 
on  North  Benson  road  when  it 

fender  of  a 
car  that  was  crossing  North  Ben- 
son road  from  Walls  drive  to  the 
Connecticut  turnpike  entrance 
ramp. 

The  driver  of  the  car.  Anna 
Buddenhagen.  70,  of  288  Hunyadi 
avenue,  Fairfield,  was  charged  by 
police  with  failure  to  grant  right 
of  way  to  a vehicle  not  obliged 
to  stop  and  operating  a vehicle 
, With  un^fe  tires. 

Patrolman  Dunn  said  the  Tellis 
youth  was  hurled  20  feet  from 
the  impact  of  the  crash.  The 
cyclist's  nrotective  heimo,  ^^as 
strapped  lo  
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Victim  Identified 


A ■14-vear-old  ^irl  Mled  in  a 

1gfh  onH 

wawSiiilafc^flX  Fri^y  morn- 
ing was  Identified  today  by  her 
sister. 

Mrs.  Ophelia  Worley  of  Three 
Rivers  this  morning  identified 
Diane  McCarthy  who  was  de- 
clared dead  on  arrival  at  St. 
Mary’s  Hospital  shortly  after 
the  accident  at  3:45  a.m.  Fri- 
day. Miss  McCarthy  had  been 
bving  with  her  sister  until  six 
weeks  ago  when  she  had  run 
away  and  was  reported  missing. 

Police  are  holding  the  driver 
of  the  motorcycle,  a 26-year-old 
Burt  Township  man,  for  investi- 
gation of  negligent  homicide. 
Police  said  today  that  they  have 
conflicting  stories  from  wit- 
nesses. They  said  jta££eared 
Mis^McCarthy^^sJuUei^h^ 

henteaT^TrudraCTin^lsTBe 


“"Man  killed, 

bov  hurt 

in;  crashes 

1 * ■ f 

A 27-year-old  Sunnyvale  man 
was  killed  and  -an  8-year-old 
Santa  Clara  boy  was  seriously 
injured  in  two  separate  motor- 
cycle accidents  in  Palo  Alto 
over  the  weekend,  police  report- 
ed today. 


Killed  was  Michael  St^ihen 
Isaac,  of  1127  Prunell  Court, 
Sunnyvale,  a student  at  the 
University  of  Texas,  Austin.  He 
was  headed  westeriy  mi  Uni 
versity  Avenue  at  El  Camino 
Real  at  1:48  a.m.  Sunday,  when, 
witnesses  told  polica,  his  cycl* 
drifted  to  the  left,  struck  a cen- 
jter  planter  strip  and  flipped. 

Isaac  hit  his  head  fifpt 
concrete,  curb  '35  feel  west  Gt 


the 


CdlilfrtTriTtTTiii 


another  curb  several  !ur 


iwr 


nurse  at  the  Pale  Alto 
Medical  Clinic,  aiho  witnessed 
the  accident  revived  Issac  with 
mouth  to  mOiith  resuscitation 
and  a medical  student  at  Stan- 
ford University  continued  the 
breathing  resuscitation  but 
Isaac  died  about  two  hours 
later  at  Stanford  Hospital. 

Police  reported  there  was  a 
“strong  odor  of  alcohol”  about 
him  and  that  blood  analysis 
tests  are  beinf  nstde. 
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ikes  Life  Of 
Stamford  Man 

A Stamford  ^ yoL 

pie  s 


r^is  motorcvcla  t 

on  Long  H 

aturday  and  crashed. 


SIX  - 


Bim,  . , 

out  coHtrw  00  a wve  heaJr 
Paraenage  Ifcd-*  va«red  right 
onto  the  shoulder  over- 
tamed. 

S|uart  died  early  Sunday 
niiiifc  -«Aiatord  ITospit^ 

i tranttt  mi  Us  facsr 

ai|#ik^  aM-i^ir^K»4,}iM■  re- 
1< 
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Cyclist,  17, 

Jhiured  in 
Collision  I 

A 17-year-old  Cheyenne  youth[ 
was  severely  injured  yesterday 
when  his  motorcycle  struck  the 
rear  of  a truck  on  Warren  be- 
tween Third  and  Fourth  Ave- 
nues, police  said. 

They  said  Randy  D.  Hodson, 
of  6123  Kerry  Ave.,  was  taken 
to  Memorial  Hospital  by  the 
Cheyenne  Ambulance  Service. 
HosplUl  officials  said  the  you^ 
suffered  a skull  fracture  and 
that  11^  was  In  ialr  condition  to- 

day. 

Police  said  the  truck  driven 
by  Akes  was  going  north  at 
slow  speed  on  Warren  when  it 
was  struck  in  the  rear  by  the 
Hodson  cycle. 

They  said  both  drivers  were 
issued  earless  driving  citations, 
a routine  action  in  such  in- 
vestigationsi 

Hodsondidnotwga^a  m- 

tgctive  helffle!,  police  saw. 


Motorcycle 
Wreck  Fatal 
For  Man,  26 


.vack::  igto: 


r'  ^ r “.r 


A 26-year-old  Hyattsville 
man  died  yesterday  of  head  in- 
juries suffered  in  a motorcy- 
cle  accident  W'ednesday,  po- 


lice said. 

Robert  Hollingsworth  Jr.,  of 
6504  Red  Top  Rd  , Hyattsville. 
was  pronounced  dead  at  Wash- 
ington Hospital  Center. 

Hollingsworth  was  driving  a 
1947  motorcycle  on  Columbia 
Road  NW,  near  Ontario  Road 
NW,  at  about  7 p.m.  Wednes- 
day, when  he  lost  control  and 
was  thrown  against  a parked 
car,  police  said.  Hewasnot 
wearing  a helmet  ai  the  time 
o^th^jmdent,  according  to 


Richfield  Youth  Is 


RICHFIELD  — A 
Richfield  youth  die 
a.m.  Saturday  at  St.  Benedict’s 
Hospital,  Jerome,  of  injuries  re- 
ceived Friday  night  when  the 
motorcyclt  h«  ^as  riding  col- 
lided with  a par  two  miles  west 
of  Richfield. 

The  victim  is  Fred  Powell, 
son  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  James  Pow- 
ell. Hewasrushe^oth^iog- 
pital’yRSffi  firuMgj^eM  sur- 
gery lor  a broken  arm,  broken 


gery  for  a broken  arm,  t 


ad  in- 


Igg 

juri'fes. 

~t)eputy  Sheriff  Martin  White- 
sell,  investigating  officer,  said 
the  motorcycle  collided  with  a 
car  driven  by  Bev  Flora,  47, 
Richfield  rancher,  about  6:30 
p.m.  Friday  in  front  of  the  Pow- 
ell home. 

The  youth  hit  the  windshield 
of  the  Flora  car,  then  landed 
on  the  rear  bumper,  it  was  re- 
ported. ’Die^legu^^aid^hi^boy 


2 1 - 


tne  time  of  the  accident. 

Dr.  Carlyle  Small,  the  vic- 
tim’s attending  physician  at  the 
hospital,  said  Saturday  night  he 
had  not  listed  the  cause  of 
death. 

Officers  said  the  boy  was 
diabetic  and  because  of  the  acJ 
cident  and  lack  of  an  immedj 
iate  supply  of  insulin,  may  havel 
gone  into  shock.  However,  Dr. 
Smail  would  not  confirm  that 
the  boy  was  diabetic  or  that  he 
went  into  shock. 

Funeral  services  will  be  con- 
ducted at  2 p.m.  Tuesday  at 
the  Richfield  High  School  au- 
ditorium by  Rev.  Don  Mason  of 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah.  Conclud- 
ing rites  will  follow  in  the  Rich- 
field Cemetery. 

Services  are  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Bergin  Funeral  Chaa 
pel  of  Shoshone.  1 
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Motorcycle  Tragedy 


Tlie  photograph  which  passed  across  the  news  desk 
vva.s  typical:  A batterefi  hike  lying  on  it.s  side  ...  a 
policeman  with  a cTipbu.iid  making  notes  ...  a crum- 
pled gray  ambulancc-t)  pe  blanket. 

‘‘They  ought  to  outlaw'  motorcycles.’’  said  one 
editor,  looking  at  the  grim  tableau. 

‘■\o.”  said  another,  who  likes  to  ride.  “What  they 
ought  to  do  i.s  make  helmets  absolutely  mandatory.’’ 

\ Costa  Mesa  youlh  had  been  riding  his  motorcycle 
to  Newport  Beach  Thursday  for  a summer  school 
marine  biology  laboratory  class. 

Hp  uja-Q  ta  anri  he  probably  had  a lot  of  plans  for  a 
life  that  was  over  at  6:‘25  a.m.  in  the  emergency  room 
at  Costa  Mesa  Memorial  Hospital. 

He  had  worn  no  protective  helmet. 

He  may  not  have  read  about  two  other  helmetles.s 
motorcyclists  killed  the  same  way  in  Costa  Mesa  in 
the  past  60  days,  and  the  danger  involved. 

He  was  only  18  when  he  became  the  third 
one  Thursday. 

Jn  almost  every  motorcycle  fatality  in  recent  times 

along  tne  Orange  Coast,  head  injuries  w'ere  determined 

]o  be  the  cause  of  death.  Otficeys  investigating  these 

crashes  have,  in  many  instances,  felt  that  had  the  nde^ 

Seen  wearing  a helmet  the  rider’s  chances  for  survival 

would  have  been  significantly  increased.  " 

Some  states  have  imposed  those  rigid  laws  requir- 
ing motorcyclists  to  wear  safety  helmets  — with 
a heavy  fine  the  penalty  — just  as  motorists  must  drive 
With  headlights  at  nighl. 

\ survey  in  Washingion  state  showed  a 73  percent 
reduction  in  motorcycle  accident  fatalities  following 
enactment  of  the  helmet  law.  People  are  alive  and  rid- 
ing today  because  of  it. 

A campaign  has  been  underway  in  California  for 
the  same  type  of  regulation,  on  the  part  of  cycle  clubs, 
lawmen  and  medical  research  groups. 


Harbor  area  law  enforcement  officials,  noting  that 
motorcycle  and  motorbike  are  an  increasing  part  of 
life  in  our  area  of  beaches  and  colleges,  are  convinced 
that  much  more  urgency  must  be  given  to  both  safety 
education  and  safety  legislation  for  the  two-wheelers. 


Death  en€k 
long  ordeal 
for  mother 


e^LLKHTON  (UH) 
-ifilenn  Hunt's  mother  buries 
him  today.  Stella  Hunt  had 
nursed  him,  washed  him,  fed 
W^i  and  exercised  his  flaccid 
muscles  since  the  day  in  June, 
1M6  when  Hunt's  motorcycle 
cothded  with  a truck 

»e  iiccB  oc?ur«r.~KSa7na 
« > (‘WWIi.  His  DKvUaiBh.  Ur 
WRsrr  'Low,  said  the  length 
of  his  conu  was  not  as  unusual 
as  the  devotion  displayed  by  his 
mother.  “To  keep  anybody 
going  for  this  length  of  time  in 
this  kind  of  state  is  really 
something,"  he  said.  “I  don’t 
rerall  her  even  once  showing 
diseouragement,  and  she  knew 
there  was  no  hope." 

"Glenn  was  a wonderful  son 
I felt  I wanted  to  d#  this,"  Mrs. 
said. 

/f7D 
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FACTORS  TO  BE  CONSIDERED  IN  CONNECTION  VJITII 
LEGISLATION  REPEALING  MANDATORY  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  LAWS 


The  issue  presented  to  legislators  by  a bill  to  repeal  the  manda- 
tory helmet  lav/  for  motorcyclists  is  v/hether  or  not  motorcyclists  should 
be  required  by  the  state  legislature  to  wear  helmets  as  opposed  to  vol-' 
untarily  v/earing  them.  In  order  to  decide  this  question,  state  legis- 
lators v/ill  have  to  make  two  basic  determinations:  first,  whether  or 
not  their  constituents  are  really  opposed  to  mandatory  helmet  lav/s,  and 
second,  whether  there  exist  any  factors  that  would  justify  overlooking 
such  an  overv/helming  opposition  on  the  rationalization  of  improved 
safety  afforded  the  motorcyclist  by  laws  requiring  use  of  a helmet. 


Opponents  to  mandatory  helmet  lav/s  argue  tha.t  such  laws  are  an 
infringement  of  personal  liberty.  This  argument  has  been  counuered  by 
the  contention  thac  injured  motorcyclists  may  become  public  burdc^ns. 

Of  course,  similar  analogies  ciin  be  drav/n,  such  as  the  potential  pubJ.ic 
burden  imposed  by  smokers  becoming  cancer  victims.  This  "public  burden" 
argument,  v/hen  carried  to  its  logical  extent,  becomes  ludicrous. 

Helmet  law  opponents  also  base  their  opposition  on  the  following 
main  arguments,  which  actually  apply  to  helm.et  usaoe,  per  se; 


1)  Helmets  reduce  visual  and  auditory  caoability. 

2)  Wearing  a helmet  causes  an  increase  in  the  likelihood 
of  necle  injury. 

3)  The  use  of  helmets  m.ay  cause  death,  injury,  or  accident 
to  be  more  likely  through  causing  fatigue,  inattention, 
or  engendering  a false  sense  of  security. 


While  a thorough  examinati.on  of  these  arguments  pro  and  con  is  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  paper  It  can  be  said  th^..t  federal  government  studies 
have  indicated  that  helmets  do  not  significantly  decrease  hearing  or 
visibility,  and  that  further  study  and  research  is  needed  to  assess 
the  other  contentions  pointed  out.  We  v/ill  confine  our  comments  to 
that  latter  issue  of  mandatory  helmet  laws . 

Proponents  of  motorcycle  helmet  laws  seem  to  feel  that  motorcyclists 
cannot  be  properly  educated  in  the  business  of  effective  safety  proce- 
dures and  therefore  must  be  forced  to  take  care  of  themselves.  The  miain 
argument  given  as  to  the  need  for  helmet  laws  is  that  a motorcycle  he] met 


protects  the  h2ad  of  a motorcycl is t>  and  reduces  tramatic  injury  in  tlie 
event  of  an  accident.  Common  sense  indicates  that  wearing  a helmet  re- 
duces the  chance  of  being  injured  in  the  event  of  an  accident  more  than 
not  vs’earing  a helmet.  However,  only  two  recent  studies  have  been  carried 
out  to  attempt  to  answer  this  question  in  an  unequivocal  manner.  Unfor- 
tunately, each  study  is  fraught  with  deficiencies  that  make  them  untenable 
In  the  first,  the  United  State  Department  of  Transportation's  Michigan- 
Illinois  study,  by  Henri  Richardson  (1974),  the  issue  is  so  narrowly  de- 
lineated as  to  predetermine  the  results,  which  support  helmet  laws. 

The  paper  contends  to  examine  two  states,  one  state  (Michigan)  with 
a helmet  law  in  effect,  and  the  other  state  (Illinois)  without  such  a 
law.  Hov;ever,  certain  inadequacies  lend  discredit  to  the  results,  which 
from  the  beginning  were  designed  to  deal  with  "the  extent  of  reduced 
head  injury  in  motorcycle  accidents  as  a direct  result  of  mandatory  helmet 
usage,"  a statement  from  the  introduction  to  the  study,  and  typical  of 
built  in  biases  found  in  it.  Specifically,  these  inadequacies  revolve 
around  the  general  incomparability  of  one  state's  data  to  the  other.  Whil 
data  was  gathered  in  Michigan  discontinuously , with  information  on  25% 
of  all  motorcycle  accidents,  in  both  urban  and  rural  settings,  the  data 
from  Illinois  was  gathered  more  continuously,  on  higher  speed,  rural 
traffic-w’ay  accidents,  in  a state  that  still  has  no  statewide  reporting 
system.  Furthermore,  accident  information  for  both  states  was  accumulated 
by  use  of  an  extra  report  form  to  be  completed  by  the  investigating 
authority,  which  may  or  may  not  have  been  familiar  with  motorcycle  size, 
brands,  and/or  extent  of  rider  injury  necessary  to  complete  the  form. 

In  any  such  case,  investigators  should  he  instructed  in  the  use  of  such 
forms,  to  maximize  reliability. 

Lloyd  G.  Turner,  former  Chief  of  the  Office  of  Traffic  Safety,  State 
of  California,  has  made  the  statement:  "If  one  assumes  the  Michigan/ 
Illinois  Motorcycle  Safety  Study  is  valid  and  that  it  covers  all  aspects 
of  the  problem,  then  it  would  appear  that  states  with  compulsory  motor- 
cycle safety  helmet  laws  should  have  from  40%  to  60%  lov;er  motorcycle 
fatality  rates.  The  actual  figures  prove  this  is  not  the  case.  There- 
fore, California  must  do  something  that  is  just  as  effective  as  mandatory 
motorcycle  helmets.  California  needs  proof  positive  that  helmet  legis- 
lation will  further  reduce  the  fatalities." 

A second  study,  by  Dr.  Leon  Robertson,  of  the  Insurance  Institute 
for  Highway  Safety  (1975)  employed  an  impressive  experimental  design 
and  data  analysis.  Unfortunately,  the  efficacy  of  his  results  is 
diminished  by  his  use  of  an  improper  data  base,  notably,  the  ratio  of 
the  number  of  fatalities  registered  by  selected  states  per  unit  number 
of  motorcycle  registrations  (herein  f/r).  The  issue  of  determining,  the 
importance  of  the  helmet  as  a safety  device,  how’ever,  must  be  directed 
to  a data  base  that  addresses  the  question  at  hand,  namely  the  ratio 
of  fatalities  per  unit  number  of  accidents,  (herein  f/a). 
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The  statistic  often  used,  the  number  of  fatalities  to  unit  registrations, 
may  assess  the  general  safety  of  the  machine,  but  the  f/a  statistic 
assesses  the  effect  of  helmets  once  an  accident  has  occurred.  Tins  is 
true  even  in  the  event  of  the  inconsistent  accident  reporting  techniques, 
used  by  various  lav-;  and  hospital  agencies. 

In  both  cases,  the  studies  were  undertaken  v-zith  the  expressed  and 
admittedi.y  biased  purpose  of  demonstrating  that  helmets  reduce  serious 
injury  once  an  accident  has  occurred  v;hich,  in  addition  is  more  apropos 
to  the  effects  of  helmet  use  per  se,  as  opposed  to  laws  requiring 
helmet  use.  A scientist  that  is  pretheor etically  and  conceptually 
biased  will  always  be  able  to  find  data  and  metliods  to  suit  his  purpose. 
Furthermore,  because  of  improper  methodologies,  we  are  left  with  results 
of  tv-;o  studies  that,  while  demonstrating  their  pretheorctical  intent 
are  essentially  meaningless.  This  is  especially  true  v-;hen  attempting 
to  use  these  studies  to  analyze  the  effectiveness  of  laws  that  require 
motorcyclists  to  wear  helmets. 

The  American  Motorcyclist  Association  has  been  collecting  nationv;ide 
motorcycle  accident,  fatality  and  registration  figures  since  1963,  and 
our  compilation  is  the  most  complete  and  correct  in  the  country  to  date. 
The  meaningful  statistic,  as  mentioned  above,  to  assess  the  effectiveness 
of  motorcycle  helmet  laws  is  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  motorcyclists 
fatally  injured  to  the  total  number  of  motorcycle  accidents.  This  is 
true  because  no  one  has  contended  that  laws  requiring  motorcyclists  to 
wear  helmets  will  reduce  the  number  of  accidents,  but  only  protect  from 
injury  once  involved  in  an  accident.  Thus,  by  comparing  the  fatality 
accident  "(f/a")  ratio  for  years  before  and  after  the  enactment  of 
mandatory  helmet  l^lWi^  their  effectiveness  can  be  assessed. 

The  MIA  has  carefully  reviev;ed  the  situation,  and  has  compiled  a 
list  of  the  18  states  that  offer  reasonably  clear  and  consistent  sta- 
tistics, specifically,  the  number  of  fatally  injured  motorcyclists. 

In  our  survey,  we  have  averaged  the  fatality  per  100  accident  ratio 
("f/lOOa")  over  all  years  before  and  after  law  enactment;  if  the  law 
was  enacted  other  than  on  the  first  of  January,  we  did  not  use  that 
years ' s data.  For  example,  if  an  enactment  occurred  on  the  26th  of 
July  (Indiana)  the  before  years  consisted  of  1963-1966,  and  the  after 
years  were  1968-1975.  Thus,  for  Indiana,  the  average  f/a  ratio  before 
years  was  2.301  and  the  average  after  ratio  was  2.230.  No  data  v;as 
used  from  a state  that  referred  to  "fatal  accidents"  due  to  the  fact 
that  this  figure  often  includes  non-motorcyclists  such  as  pedestrians, 
auto  driveirs,  etc.  (There  are  at  least  19  confirmed  "fatal  accident" 
reporting  states)  . No  data  v-;as  utilized  from  states  that  did  not  have 
complete  year  to  year  statistics,  or  that  had  changed  any  recording 
procedures  (from  rural  accidents  only  to  urban  and  rural,  for  example), 
or  that  rounded  off  or  estimated  figures,  or  from  states  that  had  not 
had  a helmet  law  in  effect  for  at  least  three  years. 
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The  following  tnb].G  sets  forth  the  comparison  made. 


State 


Average  f/lOOa  ratio  for  Average  f/lOOa  ratio 

all  years  before  Jaw  for  years  after  law 


Arizona 

1.680 

2.095 

Georgia 

5.111 

3.361 

Hawaii 

2.148 

1.313 

Idaho 

3.107 

2 . 603 

Indiana 

2.301 

2.230 

Kansas  (see  note  3 

2.231 

2.357 

Maine 

4.831 

1.943 

Maryland 

2.538 

1.968 

Nebraska 

1.697 

1.939 

Nev;  Hampshire 

4.038 

3.383 

New  Jersey 

2.309 

2.115 

Nev;  Mexico 

2.316 

2.492 

North  Dakota 

1.947 

2.887 

Oklahoma 

2.159 

3.229 

Oregon 

2.097 

3.032 

Pennsylvania 

3.227 

3.603 

South  Dakota 

1.837 

3.100 

Washington 

1.791 

2.160 

Overall  Average 

= 2.688 

Overall  Average  = 2.562 

The  average  f/lOOa, ratio  for  all  18  states  for  all  years  before  helmet 
laws  is  2.688  while  the  average  f/lOOa  ratio  for  all  states  after  enactment 
of  helmet  laws  is  2.562.  A common  statistical  test  shows  that  there  is 
no  significant  difference  betv/een  the  before  law  numerical',  average  and 
the  after  law  average.  If  helmet  legislation  did  significantly  decrease 
fatalities,  the  before  f/a  ratio  would  have  had  to  exceed  3.875  or  the 
after  f/a  ratio  would  have  had  to  be  smaller  than  1.375.  Thus,  the 
smaller  difference  is  not  large  enough  to  exceed  what  might  be  normally 
expected  to  occur  by  chance  alone. 

To  suimaarize,  we  have  examined  whether  mandatory  helmet  legislation 
is  effective  in  reducing  the  number  of  fatalities  after  such  legislation 
has  been  enacted.  The  18  states  that  offer  comparable  statistics  (that 
is,  "fatally  injured  motorcyclists",  as  opposed  to  "the  num±)er  of  fatal 
accidents'-')  show  no  significant  decline  from  the  before  ratio  in  fatal- 
ities per  unit  accident.  Given  the  data,  the  necessary  interpretation 
is  that  laws  making  motorcyclists  wear  helm.ets  are  not  effective  in 
reducing  fatalities.  As  pointed  out  earlier,  this  should  not  be  con-  >• 
strued  to  say  that  the  voluntary  use  of  motorcycle  helmets  is  not 
effective  or  advisable.  Infict,  the  Ttnerican  Motorcyclist  Association 
has  always  encouraged  the  voluntary  use  of  helmets  by  its  members  and 
will  continue  to  do  so.  However,  in  place  of  mandatory  helmet  lav;s, 
the  American  Motorcyclist  A.ssociation  believes  in  the  inherent  intel- 
ligence of  motorcyclists  and  will  concinue  to  urge  the  voluntary  use  of 
helmets  that  are  of  good  quality  and  meet  the  necessary  required  stan- 
dards for  quality  and  construction. 
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2.  American  Medical  Association  Conference 

3.  University  of  Utah  - Helmet  Acoustics  Tests 

4.  Discussion  Paper  - Head  Injuries,  Maryland 
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A Federally-funded  task  team 
uses  riders  to  find  out  why 
other  riders  have  accidents 

By  Lane  Campbell 

When  an  airplane  goes  down,  especially  when 
there  is  loss  of  life,  a high-powered  investiga- 
tion team  springs  into  action  almost  the  minute 


the  crash  is  reported. 

**inuJti-disciplinary."  because  it  brings 
together  members  from  many 
i>ranches  of  science  to  sift  through  the 
wreckage,  the  victims  remains,  the 
crew’s  background,  the  circumstances, 
bit  by  slow  bit.  looking  at  every  scrap 
of  information  from  several  different 
.angles  as  they  piece  together  the 
causes.  W'hat  an  engineer  might  miss, 
a psychologist  might  spot 
immediately,  so  they  leave  almost 
•nothing  untouched  in  their 
reconstruction  of  why  the  accident 
happened,  seeking  the  ultimate 
answer  ~ how  to  prevent  it  from 
happening  again. 

When  a biker  goes  down,  as  often  as 
HOC,  a single  cop  arrives  on  the  scene 
tome  time  after  the  accident.  The  rider 
may  or  may  not  be  getting  the  same 
medical  care  that.  say.  an  auto  driver 
or  pedestrian  would  get  — he  (or  she) 
may  be  beyond  needing  it.  The  cop 
filb  out  a standardized  accident  report 
form  (which  is  usually  designed  to 
report  auto  accidents  with  no  thought 
of  what  might  be  “different  " about  a 
motorcycle  crash),  interviewing  the 
rider  if  he  can  talk,  other  vehicle 
drivers  if  involved,  sometimes  an 
.assortment  of  witnesses  ranging  from 
semi-hysterical  to  indifferent.  At  last, 
when  it  comes  to  the  line  on  the  form 
that  says  “probable  cause.  ’ the  cop 
(who  most  likely  doesn't  ride)  will 
.scratch  his  head,  write  down  “Lost 
control  of  motorcycle*'  and  chalk  up 
one  more  experience  to  reinforce  his 
.belief  that  all  motorcyclists  are  crazy, 
ifnd^aub-human. 

Had  it  not  been  for  the  controversy 
over  mandatory'  helmet  laws,  nothing 
might  have  changed.  For  so  long, 
nobody  had  cared  to  learn  why  bikers 
crash,  at  least  not  with  the  thrust  of 
money  and  manpower  expended 
studying  disasters  in  aircraft  and  other 
forms  of  public  transport.  But  the 
helmet  law  debate  raised  serious 
questions  about  the  federal 
government’s  competence  to  prescribe 
safety  “cures”  when  they  didn't 
understand  the  problem.  It  took  the 
better  pan  of  ten  years  to  convince  the 
Feds  that  neither  they,  nor  anvbodv 
else,  knew  enough  about  motorcycle 
accidents,  how’  they  happen,  why  tiiev 
happen,  and  how  some  people  manage 
to  survive  them. 

About  the  time  that  biker  activists 
and  the  AMA  were  achieving  their 
landmark  victory  over  bureaucracy  in 
Congress,  the  U.S.  Dept.  of 
Transportation  (DOT)  bureaucrats 
had  decided  to  contract  a university 
study  group  to  get  them  the  facts  they 
needed,  facts  that  helmet  law- 
opponents  had  correctly  pointed  out 
the  DOT  lacked. 

It  was  a competitive  bidding,  like 
most  government  contracts,  and  the 
proposal  put  together  by  Dr.  ILirry 
H urt  of  University  of  Soiiihrtn 
California's  Institute  of  Safety  & 
Systems  Management  (ISS.M)  won  it. 
From  the  biker  s stand|x»Mii.  this  was  a 
stroke  Of  great  lortunr.  Dr  Hurt  is  a 
40  ish  M aico  rider  who  rules  the  ticscri 
whenever  he  can  get  the  iinie.  nn«l  who 
confesses  to  a certain  paranoia  about 


Such  a team  is  called 

street  riding  after  Inerallv  having  to 
stuff  his  hands  into  the  pitiable  human 
remains  that  his  v\ork  firings  him  into 
contact  with.  Make  no  mistake,  the 
cost  of  highway  motorrvcle  accidents, 
in  loss  of  file,  loss  of  flesh,  and  human 
suffering,  is  heart-breaking  to  a fellow- 
rider.  It  is  not  a “fun  ' job.  , 

The  approach  tfiat  won  the  bidding 
for  Hurt  was  based  in  nan  on  the 
“mulii-disciplinary  ■ task  team  concept 
used  by  the  federal  Aviation  Agency 
to  study  air  disasters  — with  a iwi.st. 
Every  member  of  Hurt  s investigative 
team  would  be  an  experienced 
motorcycle  rider  in  his/her  own  right 
as  a pre-condition  of  emplovinent. 
Hurt  went  on  to  spell  out  the  types  of 
questions  that  would  be  studied,  the 
way  the  facts  would  be  recorded,  the 
way  thev'd  be  massaged  by  computer 
analysis.  Just  as  important,  he  quoted 
a pnee  that  the  Feds  were  prepared  to 
pay. 

The  contract  calls  for  the 
Hurt/ISSM  team  to  investigate,  over  a 
year  and  a half.  900  motorcycle 
accidents,  using  the  same  sort  of 
thorough,  muki-disciplinary  approach 
as  any  other  disaster  team.  An 
additional  police  report  file  of  5.600 
accidents  will  be  collected  to 
supplement  the  in-depth  data.  With 
some  follow-on  lunding  for  statistical 
analysis  and  additional  follow  up.  they’ 
will  attempt  to  answer  several 
questions.  What  are  the  human 
factors  in  motorcvclc 

crashes/ injuries/dcaths?  What  are  the 
machine  factors,  the  environmental 
(i.c..  place,  situation,  surrounding 
traffic)  factors^  And  with  special 
emphasis,  how  eftcciivc  are  helmets;^ 

California  being  a helmet-optional 
state,  this  became  an  ideal  studv  area. 
Certain  other  factors  about  Calilornia, 
whi^  less  pleasant  in  their 
implications.  hcif>cd  confirm  the  Feds 
choice.  There  are  probably  more 
bikes,  and  bikers,  in  this  urban  area, 
combined  with  a greater  amount  of 
good-weather  riding  days,  than  anv 
other  candidate  study  area.  Lots  of 
bikers.  lots  of  good  riding  days  means 
lots  of  accidents,  therefore  lots  of  data 
can  be  gotten  in  a short  time  ~ if  one 
is  ready  to  go  after  it. 

To  be  ready.  Hurt’s  CSC  crew  is 
plugged  into  the  Los  Angeles  area 
Fire-Rescue  communicatiorrs  net  via  a 
sensitive  scanner/ receiver  connected 
to  an  automatic  tape  recorder.  Plus, 
they  ve  established  relations  with  the 
Los  Angeles  Police  Dept.  ( LAPDl,  the 
California  Highway  Patrol  and  the  Los 
Angeles  County  .Sheriffs  Department 
to  gel  instant  accident  reports  ()y 
phone.  They're  readv  to  sciamble" 
from  their  ready  rtKiin  at  once  — in  a 
white  Dodge  sedan,  for  they,  too,  have 
become  somewhat  spooky  about  sireet 
riding  1 he  job  gets  to  v«iu  that  wav. 

Once  on  the  scene,  ihrv  interview 
everv  involved  person  iliai  rhev  can 
find  — including  ihc  cops.  1 hey 
inspect  the  biketsi  and  the  carts! 
involved;  they  photogi.iph  everything 
that  could  [Kissihly  base  a bearing, 
including  a rulers  eve  view  of  the 
approach  to  the  crash  site  (when 


This  was  one  of  the  "easy"  ones.  The  rider  can  talk— and  walk  away. 


they're  able  to  establish  the  rider's  pre- 
crash  path). 

“Some  of  the  accidents  we 
investigate  never  get  on  police 
records."  Dr.  Hurt  explained.  ‘A  lot 
of  them  will  involve  alkv.  drugs,  illegal 
aliens.  We'll  come  on  the  scene,  find 
the  skid  marks,  the  scrapes  in  the 
p-^vement.  the  spilled  gas  and  oil.  the 
blood  and  snot  on  the  pavement  or  on 
a wall  — we  can  reconstruct  exactly 
what  happened  and  pity  the  poor  dude 
it  happened  to  . . . but  he  and  the 
j bike  are  gone,  spirited  away  by  his 
buddies." 

They  pick  up  every  accident- 
I involved  helmet  ihev  can.  re- 
I imbursing  the  owner  for  a new 
1 replacement.  Then  ihev  dissect  ihe 
{ helmets  thoroughly  to  find  how  the 
! shcll/liner/rctention  systems 
j performed.  In  fatality  cases,  thev  are 
J often  inv;qived  in  a complete  special 
head-and-neck  autopsy  procedure  to 
I determine  the  exact  extent  of  head  or 
j neck  damage.  Dr.  Hurt  credits  the  Los 
I Angeles  coroner.  Dr.  1 homas 
; Noguchi,  with  one  of  the  most 
! competent  staffs  in  the  country  (there 


are  a couple  of  motorcycle  riders 
among  them)  and  acknowledges  the 
invaluable  help  from  LAPD  and  Los 
Angeles  Fire  Deprt.  (LAFD)  during 
the  study.  “If  you’re  going  to  crash  and 
want  the  fastest,  best  care,"  Hurt  says, 
"do  it  in  Los  Angeles  City.  ' 

Hurt  says  the  crew,  in  ihcir  yellow 
study  team  vests,  has  had  surprisingly 
good  cooperation  from  the  public  — 
especially  the  motorcycling  public, 
once  the  rider(s)  realize  they’re  talking 
to  fellow  riders. 

Still,  it  doesn’t  come  easily.  Crash 
victims  aren't  always  able  to  talk,  and 
some  may  never  talk  again.  Police 
officers  may  have  to  respond  to 
another  emergency  before  the  team 
can  get  to  them.  Vehicles  may  be 
removed  from  the  scene  and  have  to  be 
tracked  down.  It  all  means  follow-up 
and  follow-up  again.  Each  injury  or 
fatality  must  be  followed  through 
hospital  care  and/or  autopsy.  All  of  it 
must  be  done  to  get  the  information 
the  Feds  are  after,  and  to  get  it  in  a 
form  that's  relevant  to  real-life 
motorcycling. 


(Continued  on  page  33) 

I 

I Multi-disciplinary  approach  includes  tech  inspection  of  the  bike. 
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The  amount  of  info  gathered  for 
each  in  depth  arcidrni  invesiixaiion 
is,  to  an  outride  obsrnrr.  siapv(ering. 
Here’s  where  the  ‘ multi  disciplinary” 
approach  comes  in.  Someone  must 
know  enough  about  anatomy  and 
medicine  to  code  multiple  injuries  into 
a standardired  computer  language 
without  error.  Somebody  must  know 
enough  about  helmet  technology  to 
pick  headgear  apart.  Tiiey  must  know- 
traffic  systems,  police  reporting 
techniques.  photography.  Data 
processing  skills  enter  in.  too 
because  the  entire  accident  gets  coded 
into  over  jOO  data  points  for  statistical 
analysis 

Running  like  a thread  throughout, 
everybody  has  to  know  motorcycling 
intimately.  It's  impossible  to 
intelligently  ask.  or  answer,  the  types 
of  questions  on  their  accident  reports 
without  such  knowledge.  This  is 
because  the  questions  themselves  were 
designed  by  someone  with  such  a 
feeling  for  motorcycles  that  very  little 
(if  anything)  of  importance  has  been 
left  out. 

At  an  example,  the  “environmental 
factors’  report  goes  into  great  detail 
on  road  surface  character  — not  just 
what  it's  made  of.  but  whether  it’s 
fresh  and  grainy  or  polished  smooth, 
whether  or  not  there  are  paint  strip>es, 
grooves,  surface  cracks,  holes, 
gratings,  manhole  covers.  If  it  was 
wet,  it’s  not  enough  to  say  “it  was  wet.” 
How  wet  was  it?  Was  there  dry 
pavement  but  wet  paint  stripes?  Wet 
pavement  but  dry  tire  tracks?  Were 
there  puddles,  or  overall  flooding?  In 
addition,  they  check  for  view 
obstructions,  categorize  the  road  for 
both  curvature  and  camber,  note  the 
“roadside  environment”  (gutters, 
curbs,  road  edge,  obstructions, 
dropaways),  and  measure  the  braking 
friction  coefficient  of  the  road  surface. 
They  even  go  so  far  as  to  note  the  bug 
population.  Now  that  speaks  of 
intimacy  with  motorcycling! 

When  they  go  into  vehicle  factors, 
this  same  painstaking  detail  carries 
through.  They  know  enough  to  note  if 
the  bike  was  stock,  chopped,  cafe,  or 
dirt/enduro.  They  completely  cover 
types  of  tires  and  tread  condition  — 
going  so  far  as  to  include  roadracing 
tires  as  a category,  and  knowing 
enough  to  sfxit  tread  wear  that  comes 
from  “severe  cornering.”  They  do  a 
complete  technical  inspection  of  the 
bike  when  they  can  get  at  it.  noting  • 
every  piece  of  equipment  on  it.  every 
working  control,  determining  if  it  was 
functional  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
Were  the  brakes  locked?  Did  the  crash 
stick  the  throttle  open?  What  pans  of 
the  bike  injured  the  rider  (if  any)?  It's 
all  there. 

Where  riding  expertise  and 
judgement  really  come  down  hard  is  in 
part  of  the  “human  factors  ” section. 
The  investigators  have  to  evaluate,  in 
their  own  judgement,  whether  the 
evasive  maneuver  (if  any)  chosen  by 
the  accident  involved  rider  was  the 
correct  one.  and  whether  it  was 
performed  correctly.  That’s  a heavy 
responsibility.  As  far  as  is  known,  this  is 
the  first  lime  such  questions  have  been 
formally  studied  — from  a 
motorcyclists'  standpoint  Even  given 
the  highly  subjective  nature  of  such 
judgement,  it’s  hoped  this  will  provide 
a kind  of  accident-prevention  data 
that's  heretofore  been  simply  non- 
existent outside  moiorcycling’s  inner 
circle. 

As  mentioned  before,  “it  don’t  come 
easy.”  So  far.  they  have  worked  up 
over  400  of  the  contracted  000 
accident  reports  — they  are  about 
halfway . home.  What  ihrv’vr  found 
out  so  jar.  as  published  in  preliminary 
reports,  and  as  related  by  Dr.  Hurt 
and  his  crew,  will  ap|>ear  next  week. 

(To  6e  conimued^ 
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I he  Hurt  report  - Hart  ii 

Bc’ceirs  study  street  tjcHie 
crasLues,  ao's'd'tfiud  tihiat  a 
heEmet  rjc5^  save  yeur  ' 
headj  good  tores  arod  s^-iBoS 
wfiil  save  your  aeve 


Helmet  analysis.  Every  impact  produces  a '’sionature''  on  the  foam  (iner, 
which  tells  researchers  how  well  the  helmet  performed.  This  one  did  well. 


By  Lane  Campbell 

If  you  ride  a mechanically  sound  motorcycle 
with  good  tires,  know  how  to  use  your  brakes 
correctly,  have  some  dirt  riding  in  your  back- 
ground, ride  with  your  headlight  on,  or  com- 


mute  to  work  with  a lunchbox. 
chances  are  you  ar^d  people  like  you 
will  be  "under-represented"  in  the  sad 
parade  of  accident  statistics 
accumulating  in  the  Hurt  study  files. 
These  are  among  the  lirst  tentative 
findings  of  a half-completed  study 
performed  under  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  contract  by  Dr.  Harry 
Hurt  and  a team  of  motorcvcle- 
oriented  accident  investigators  at 
University  of  Southern  California.  You 
are  most  vulnerable  during  the  first  10 
minutes  of  a short  ride,  especially  if  it 
isduring  the  evening  rush  hour.  And  if 
you  do  crash,  sour  degree  of 
survivability  is  dependent  on  w*hat 
you’re  wearing. 

Dr.  H urt’s  tram  has  "worked  up" 
(i.e.,  completely  processed)  -400  or 
more  motorcycle  accident  reports  out 
of  a contracted  total  ol  900.  1 hev  have 
^one  into  great  detail,  with  an 
intimate  understanding  of 
motorcycling  |all  the  investigators  on 
the  team  are  experienced  riders), 
searching  for  the  relevant  road, 
machine,  and  human  factors  tliat  hear 
on  motorcycle  crashes.  tr>ing  to  lill  the 
great  gaping  holes  in  otlici.il 
knowledge  that  presently  exist.  Most  of 
that  knowlcilge  stems  from  police 
reports,  aiul  Hurt  states  quite  frankiv, 
“Simte  examples  ol  n(*licr^epof ting 
are  quite  bad  - good  enough  lor 
insurance  purposes,  but  not  lor 
couniermeasurrsor  lawmaking." 


In  other  words.  the  legal 
establishment  knows  enough  to  fix 
blame,  but  not  enough  to  prescribe 
preventive  action.  I'hat  much  is  no 
surprise  to  a generation  of  riders. 
Neither  is  the  Hun  study’s 
confirmation  that  the  greatest  cause  of 
car/bike  collisions  is  violation  of  the 
motorcvclist  s righi-of-wav  by  the  auto 
driver,  in  fact,  many  widelv  held  ideas 
(among  bikers,  at  least)  about 
motorcycle  awareness  among  '‘other 
vehicle"  ofierators.  rider  training  and 
licensing,  unsafe  equipment,  and  risk- 
taking  behavior  are  largely  reinforced 
by  these  first  study  findings 

But  there  arc  some  unpleasant 
surprises,  too.  especially  when 
accident  causes  and  crash  injuries  arc 
e'tamined  iii  detail.  And  some  lessons 

For  instance.  in  countless 
driver/rider  interviews,  taken  after  the 
typical  "car  turns  left  in  front  of 
motorcycle"  scenario,  the  drivers 
comments  distill  down  to.  * I didn  t see 
him  . . . the  motorcycle  ^ust  came  out 
of  nowhere”:  and  the  biker’s.  ’ I hat 
sucker  was  locking  right  at  me!"  Hun  s 
findings  are  that  the  rider  gets  looled 
bv  ajiparent  esc  contact.  "You  lani 
count  on  that,  he  say^.  for  that  guv  s 
looking  right  thruugii  you.  baby.  ^ ou 
anil  he  together  are  the  clavsicai 
deadly  pair . 

What  Hurt  is  saving  is-that.  to 
survive,  you  ve  got  to  make  yourself 
conspicuous,  i^cu»g  a conspicuous 


biker  used  to  mean  running  wide  open 
exhausts  and  indulging  in  grossly  anti- 
social behavior  (a  method  of  arousing 
“motorcycle  awareness"  still  adhered 
to  by  many);  but  that's  alt  supposed  to 
be  illegal.  Modem  etiquette  tends  to 
.encourage  brightly-colored  clothing 
and  lighis  on  in  daylight. 

Hurt's  early  studies  indicate  that  all 
too  few  riders  dress  to  be  seen.  But  the 
real  kicker  is  the  degree  of  under- 
representation of  lights-on  riders  in 
car/bike  collisions.  In  rountl  numbers, 
this  might  mean  that  25-30  percent  of 
commonly  observed  street  riders  mav 
have  their  lights  on.  but  (say)  less  than 
one  percent  of  those  who  are 
“vioiaicd  ” by  a car  had  their  headlight 
burning.  In  fact,  up  until  a short  time 
before  the  preliminary  report,  the 
percentage  was  a big  fat  zero. 

Anotlier  group  greatly  under- 
represented is  dirt  riders  and  former 
dirt  riders.  In  California.  Dr.  Hurt 
estimates  that  30  percent  of  all  bikes 
sold  are  dirt  bikes.  Yet  people  with  off- 
road riding  experience  figure  in  less 
than  one  percent  of  the  recorded 
fatalities.  Why  ? Hurt  surmises  that  not 
only  does  the  dirt-trained  beginner 
learn  in  a low-pressure  environment 
(i.e..  no  traffic  to  worry  about),  but 
also  the  learner  gets  to  experience 
bordeiline  loss-of-control  often 
enough. that  he  doesn't  get  rattled  by 
it.  Powerslides.  braking  slides,  and  the 
occasional  tumble  all  bend  the  rider 
toward  "coolness  under  fire"  when 
panic  strikes  on  the  road. 

Who  are  the  high-risk  people?  It  is 
the  new  rider  on  the  borrowed 
motorcycle,  or  the  just-bought 
motorcycle,  that  stands  out  in  the 
figures.  The  point  Hurl  makes  most 
strongly  to  the  bureaucrats  who’ve 
hired  him  is  that  not  only  docs 
motorcycling  demand  special  skills, 
but  virtually  none  of  these  skills 
transfer  from  automobile  driving. 
Braking  behavior  is  an  obvious 
givraw  ay. 

*1  ime  and  time  again.  Hurt's  crew 
has  recorded  crashes  in  which  the 
rider  did  no  steering  vvhaicver.  no 
front  wheel  braking  whatever  — 
simply  liRked  the  rear  wheel  and  slid 
straight  as  an  arrow  into  the  side  of  a 
car  Typical  case:  on  \'ictorv 
Boulevarii.  a Honda  750  rider  with  a 
woikmg  stock  front  disc,  apptoarhed  an 
intcrs<f tion  at  an  esmnateil  Aj  nipli. 
Io(  krd  the  rear  wheel  and  slid  1 10  feet, 
still  straight  up,  striking  the  car  ai  an 
rsiiniated  25  mph  anil  somrrsaultmg 
over  the  roof.  By  all  rights  hr  should 
have  stiqqieil  25  feet  short  oi  impact. 
T his  p.amcular  vitiiin  didn  t lose 
control  he  ahdii  aii'il. 

What  of  the  risk  takriv.  partirularly 
the  cafe  and  canyon-raerr  crowd? 
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"Yes.  and  we  thank  the  riders  very 
much  for  those."  Hurt  quipped.  "One 
Sunday,  the  motorcycling  public 
almost  gave  us  our  whole  week's  quota 
on  Mulholland  betv.cen  Griffith  Park 
and  Roscocmere.  V\'ed  gone  out  to 
pick  up  on  one  guy  who'd  crashed  a 
poor  boy'  conversion  of  a Yamaha  R5. 
when  in  a cloud  of  dust  and  a shower 
of  sparks  here  comes  another  on  a red 
Norton.  While  we  were  on  that  one 
corner  we  collected  seven  accidents." 

Another  contributing  factor  — a 
machine  factor  this  time  — is  tires. 
Again.  It  shouldn't  be  anv  shock  to 
know  that  motorcycles  are  extremely 
sensitive  to  the  state  of  their  rubber. 
Yet  it  is  to  some  people.  ’!  he  team's 
first  fatality  had  less  than  five  pounds 
of  air  in  his  rear  tire.  Over  and  over 
the  team  finds  "square  tires"  on 
accident  involved  bikes.  According  to 
team  worker  Jim  Oullet.  "The  most 
frequent  thing  is  a Harley-Davidson 
(5.00x16)  tire  on  the  back  . . 1 here 

were  times  Ive  thought  that  tire 
contributed  directly  to  an  accident.  " 

Oullet  noticed  that  r^oi  only  does  the 
flat-tread  protlle  contribute  to  loss  of 
control,  but  also  the  overall  lowering 
of  the  bike’s  frame  when  modilied  in 
the  "semi-chopper ' mode.  T oo  often, 
the  lowering  decreases  cornering 
clearance,  the  rider  docs  (or  knows) 
nothing  about  it.  and  gets  into  a 
corncnng-clearancc  crash. 

One  more  strange  twist  to  the 
research  is  taken  at  the  Feds  request. 
It  seems  a study  done  in  the  Southeast 
indicated  that  tattooed  men  were 
heavily  over-represented  in  auto 
accidents  caused  bv  risk-taking 
behavior.  You  got  it.  Hurts  crew  is 
counting  tattoos  on  acciilenl  involvcd 
bikers.  No  hard  core  results  on  that 
one.  yet. 

The  numbers  do  tel!  us  that  there 
arc  lots  of  750  Hondas  in  accidents 
because  thcie  are  lots  of  them  on  the 
road;  that  the  fatality  rate  so.irs  after 
midnight  although  the  number  of 
crashes  is  low;  that  tlie  actiileni  rate 
peaks  during  the  morning  rush, 
slumps  through  the  day.  then  hits  a 
four-timcs-htgher  peak  during  evening 
rush;  and  that  (in  Calitornia  at  least) 
most  accidents  occur  on  trips  ot  li'ss 
than  five  milcs.ljstmg  less  than  ten 
minutes  — tlie  limes  when  one  is  least 
likelv  be  wearing  a hrimt  t . 

Helmet  myths  die  hard 

If  anvthing  sticks  out  boldly  in 
Hurt's  results,  it  s (he  fact  (hat  today's 
motorevtie  helmets  are  ilomg  exactly 
the  jol)  tliey  were  designed  to  do  — 
and  m.iyhe  a little  mure.  Consider  the 
Bell  Star  that  Jirn  Oullet  plunkeil  on 
(hr  desk  in  front  ol  me.  1 his  one  was 
blit/cd  - shell  shatterevl  in  several 
places,  chin  strap  pulled  out.  one  "D- 
I « • » 0 »■>».»  I 1 » ' 
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rine."  compiftfly  gone.  A Chevy  had 
rupi  over  the  rider's  head.  His  injuries 
Yffi'r  severe  sprains  of  the  back  and 
jj^julder,  plus  a cut  under  his  chin 
from  the  chin  strap. 

Another  helmet,  open-faced,  no 
farnous  name,  had  severe  shell  de- 
lapiination  in  the  back;  and  the  plastic 
foarn  liner  (see  photo)  has  a Irge 
pprinanent  dent  under  that  spot.  This 
wearef  ~ of  massive  internal 

f^rsdy  injuries.  His  head  was  intact. 

A third  helmet  wearer  did  die  of 
head  injuries.  His  open-faced  helmet, 
not  as  "blitted"  as  the  others,  is  heavily 
stained  with  blood.  As  near  as  anyone 
can  le/l-  ho  and  his  Gold  Wing  missed 
a construction  detour  at  -15-50  mph 
and  entJoed  several  times  in  the  dirt. 
The  hertvy  bike  had  landed  on  his 
head.  po-’Sihly  more  than  once. 

It  may  seem  heretical  to  sav  so.  but 
so  far  Hurt's  helmet  studies  show  little 
signincanl  difference  between  a so- 
called  “diniO  store"  helmet  and  a high- 
priced  racing  helmet  in  a typical  street 
accident.  1 he  degree  of  protection  is 
dependent  on  how  much  the  helmet 
^QYers  not  how  much  it  costs.  Or. 
Hurt  says  flatly,  "ft  you  value  vour 
brains,  get  a full  faee  and  protect  your 
good  looks  as  well.  " In  other  words,  if 
it  has  the  app.'opriate  stickies  inside  it 
(DOT.  SHCA.  Z-90)  it  does  the  job. 
Even  a shlock  helmet  is  better  than 
'nothing.  "A  helmetless  head  on 
pavement  is  like  a watermelon.  " Hurt 
says.  "I  don't  need  to  carry  the  analogy 
further." 

The  best  of  helmets  literally  destroy 
themselves  t(>  save  your  head.  A 
broken  shell  oi  a crushed  liner  is  a sign 
of  energy  dissi|jated  before  it  reached 
the  skull.  Ouli'ei  pointed  out  one 
'particular  "fatality"  helmet.  "See 
this."  he  said,  pointing  to  several  big 
dings  in  the  insie'e  of  the  liner.  "Sissy 
bar  damage.  This  is  a common  fault, 
especially  with  the  rigid  foam  liners. 
Helmet's  probah’iv  lost  most  of  its 
shock-absorbing  i opacity  in  that  area 
because  of  the  w ay  it  s been  carried 
when  not  in  use.  " 

It's  ironic  that  many  bare-headed 
accident  victims  own  a helmet  and 
may  even  have  it  in  their  possession. 
But  not  on  their  heaeJs.  not  this  time. 
Would  a mandaiory  helmet  law 
change  that?  The  sukU  team  s opinion 
is  mixed.  Evervthing  they've  seen 
points  to  the  advisabihsy  of  wearing  a 
helmet  (T  hey  have  vet  n.)  come  up  with 
a case  of  a helmet-causi  d accident  or 
injury,  by  the  wav).  Yet  the  most  and 
the  worst  craslK’S  arc  on  a five  minute 
trip.  “Who  needs  a h<  Iinrt  . . . Tm 
jusi  going  aroun<l  the  rorner.  I won't 
gel  caught  . . . It  s '-tdl  an  open 
question. 

Law  or  no  law.  Dr.  Hurt  s injury 
Q*^ia  seems  to  confirm  ’ Heyhurger  s 
l_2w"  -■  immutable  theory  that 

whatever  piecT  protective  gear  you 
forgot  to  wc.ar.  su.T'v  'll. 
that  part  of  your  boo."  ^ 
common  lesion  (that  s a 
for  injury)  in  motorcycle  crashes 
abiasion  -•  the  classic  asphalt  rash. 
When  somebody  wearing  a batliutg 
full  or  a laiterrd  pair  of  .shorts  goes 
down  hard,  it's  no  iauglimg  matter. 
One  bikiiii-and  saiulals  wearer  with 
^ rr nnfntutuf  on  fh  iff 
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road  burns  over  60  percent  of  his  body 
spent  six  months  in  an  intensive  care 
unit.  Massive  road  rash  can  be  worse 
than  massive  burns  — and  more 
deadly.  Burns  don't  have  infectious 
material  ground  into  them. 

Parts  of  the  bike  most  commonly 
. involved  are  the  gas  tank,  gas  cap  and 
handlebars,  all  of  which  can  do 
horrible  things  to  a rider's  lower  body 
and  upper  legs.  Dr.  Hurt  credits, 
Honda  and  other  manufacturers  for 
the  move  to  flush  gascap  covers  and 
for  a carefully-designed  "launch 
ramp"  effect  between  tank  and  seat  to 
get  the  lower  body  clear  in  a head  on 
type  accident.  "Mr.  Honda  is  thinking 
about  the  people  who  buy  his 
motorcycles." 

(In  fact,  all  the  major 
manufacturers  are  thinking  hard  on 
this  subject,  under  pressure  of  product 
liability  law.  One  bitter  irony,  in 
California  alone  so  far.  is  the  fact  that 
the  Feds  have  given  California 
clearance  to  require  a special  gastank 
fill  spout  on  all  vehicles  (including 
motortycles)  to  mate  with  vapor- 
tecovery  nozzles  which  will  be  required 
at  many  California  gas  stations.  In 
other  words.  just  when  the 
manufacturers  had  begun  to 
standardize  on  a safe  filler  cap  design 
(located  on  the  tank  centerline) 
California  is  going  to  force  them  to 
place  the  filler  off-center  to 
accommodate  those  special  nozzles. 
Good,  conscientious  work  wasted  — 
for  what?)  -r  - 

What  happens  next 
Conspicuity,  rider  skill,  protective 
equipment  — these  arc  the  special 
problem  areas  Dr.  Hurt's  study  has 
uncovered  so  far  - and  in  about  that  ; 
order  of  importance.  Down  the  road  I 
If  bureaucracy  takes  the  findings  to  I 
heart,  may  be  lights-on  legislation 
more  support  for  Rider  Education, 
and  very  likely  more  pressure  for 
rnandatory  helmet  laws,  although 
there  ts  no  clear  jiromise  that  helmet 
laws  will  force  greater  helmet  usage 
during  the  most  vulnerable  lime,  those 
short,  casual  trips.  F.xpericncc  with 
mandatory  seatbelt  laws  in  other 
CO'J.ntrics  indicate  that  it  will  not.  that 
compiiSoCC  w-itn  i.^c  jaw  will  surge, 
peak,  then  sag  hark  to  a level  s.i^.h'lv 

higher  than  without  the  law. 

Skill,  knowleilge.  conscious  choice 
of  good  equipment  are  still  where  it's 
at.  The  tragedy  of  today's  accident 
statistics  IS  the  fact  that  the  necessary 
skills  and  informaiion  arc  still  held  by 
a minority  of  motorcycle  riders  - a 
"survivor  elite."  Maylio  Hurt's  study, 
properly  applied,  will  change  all  that. 

It  s up  to  the  survivors  to  keep  a handle 
on  the  bureaucracy  to  see  that  it  does. 
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^ /J  I'.il  :i  trip  l!tr.  Ii.is  I'ccn. 

\V;  I ' I ' r 1 V (.  'Ml pi'.'  \i"ii  s I me  ( M SL  \ eial 

Vjf  L'/incmlrci  s nl  (he  n v|'('n‘'iblc 
m(Mon.)i.le  I'lxs-,  (.tins  Milt  ()|  ,)  umiinc 
viirvcy  ami  lei  liiie  m lli  .‘  li'im  of  .in  article 
uhich  explains  v.li\  s ali  t'.  Iu  IiihIs  arc 
better  than  i.ver.  wb  it  llie  \ iihhk  latinp 
stanilanls  me, in  ami  wlis'  sim  'lie  leader 
siiduld  we  ir  a In  linei  e .ill  lead  the 
lecture  and  .ipicc  witli  it  eseepl  bn  a lew 
italc  chaps  \shn  write  sealhin;’,  b ileis 
about  brnken  m i ks.  loss  of  \ i .ion  and  the 
like. 

I Ills  article  w .is  s'ippo  ed  to  be  tlial 
routine  lei  inic/snivew  \k  hat  lollows  is 
^omcllnnp  di'b  tent.  Since  l:rl  aii\e\cd, 
llic  situation  has  c h inp.  d.  In  pl.a  e of 
preachinp  e Inoe  sonic'  haul  nee  s: 

You  must  Win  k haul  and  lolate  the  la'v 
if  you  w :'-ii  to  Isio'  .I  pmk  lulnu't 

I he  siand.iiib  ' ( ( III  to  be  bit  le'  > iin]Hii- 
tanl  (h.in  we  .ill  ihonpht 

Somcbocb  IS  linalb'  lookinp  at  helmets, 
bikes  .md  ai  eidenls  in  the  le.il  wculd. 

All  the  ration, il  objec  liims  to  w canng  a 
helmet  can  now  be  spread  in  voni  (lower 
bed,  whcic  orp.ame  (crtili/er  belongs. 

How  did  we  eel  here.’ 

Byae  cident,  M.'iis  \ e.irs  ago  the  \ .11  lou.s 
lor m.s  of  motor  spin  I s bcj'.in  using  ai  l.ipl.i- 
lions  of  living  helmets  and  toniball 
helmets  and  such  I hey  evolved  ipto 
leather  and  coik  and  jdaslic  and  (ibeiglass 
and  weic  used  almost  co  lusivclv  by  po- 
licemen and  raceis,  on  motoicvelcs  and  in 
cars  and  boats. 

If  yon  wanted  lc>  i.iec  son  bought  a 
helmet  at  the  bike  hc'p  1 he  technical 
inspector  scpiec/'  .'d  u w ith  lus  thumbs.  If  it 
didn’t  shatter,  it  cv.is  compclitinn  ap- 
proved. 

A sad  thing  happcnccl.  A spin  Is  c ,ir  rac  er 
wearing  a hcluul  was  killed  lbs  helmet 
did  him  no  good  at  all 

Suddenlv  people  (omein  .'d  s\uh  smh 
mailers  le  di/ecl  that  nobody  re.ilK  k new  a 
damn  Ihinit  about  be  Imets  We  didn’t 
know  wluit  llu  v svc'ie  ■ iipi  ow.  d 1,1  ,|(,  wc 
el  id  n't  know  v h,i|  li  ippemcl  tii  a i i .i  di  and 
we  cli'ln‘1  know  how  In  Imets  leacled  to 
blows. 

I cd  by  an  abh'  iuid  dedic  al'-d  lac  c r and 
doctrir  named  (iroigi-  Ibusi.ls',  the'  spoils 
car  pco|)h-  I Tc.'lc  cl  the  m II  1 oumi.iiion, 
in  mcmoiy  ol  ilo.-  in.m  v.  ho  v ,is  I died. 

I hey  developed  the  liist  lu  lim  I te  sts. 
Working  witli  lab  eipiii'menl  Ih  y devised 
a serifs  o!  im|)aels  and  impact  me.isiiic- 
mcnls  and  ictcniion  s|:indaid>.  When  they 
had  what  seemed  like  a f m lest,  iliev  set 
upn  rtimlom-sample  polieing  me  thod.  ||  a 
prodneiion  lu  lmet  could  pa  s ilm  tc  ,t,  the 
model  got  a : tiekei,  | In,  i;i'.  ing,  clubs 
helped  by  ir(|iiiii!ij;  .ill  eompetiiois  to  use 
helmets  ssith  Snell  approv.d 

Conemicnt  with  tin.  there  eaine  the 
rnolorevele  boom,  biinging  an  imiease  m 
ttccidcnts,  a larger  maiket  (or  helmets, 

. laws  re(|niiing,  helmet  usage  and  ag.ain.  .a> 
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in'cil  (oi  jHi'j'K'  li'  kno'N  lipw  1(1  |(.'II  |'(1(hI 
ficiin  I'. 1(1.  A ) ('\ Cl  nmciil  comniitlcc 
\\('ikc()  ('Ut  .1  'i  t 111  stinui.iiils,  .sumo  ''l.itc.s 
dill  the  s.'iiic  ;itnl  die  tiu'ie  leputahle  (:i 
{'enei.di/.itii'n,  I knini)  lu.'linct 
tuieis  loimed  ;i  li.ide  ,l.'.'•(U'i.lt1o^,  the 
S.detv  llelnut  ('(iniuil  ol  ,\inciu,i 
(SiK'.A)  In  renii.il  thc\  ndnpted  the 
(cdcr.il  I’liideliiu':  ;u)d  e^t.dilislicd  a ecr- 
tilii.ilii'n  prdpMam,  ‘'■o  a helmet  Inivcr 
uiuilil  haee  '■-nme  way  ol  being  .Mire  there 
had  been  an  attempt  to  provitlc  the  protcc- 
tion  lie  \\ as  after. 

I hings  \M’nt  like  this  b'r  a conpic  scars. 

1 he  7-'i0  rtaiulard  nas  rc vised  and  im- 
piovcd  and  the  Snell  standard  likewise. 

I here  develojscd  two  p.najlel  lines  of  test- 
ing. with  the  Z-‘>0  gi'idelmes  lepresenting 
the  mass  maiket  uiili  a eonseienee  and 
Snell  being,  the  banner  wjscd  bv  hard- 
s' ;c  liebr..'i  la  ■ '.crs  rd  ce:;rs. 

There  v.eie  si  me  odiei  p-ailosopnieal 
difl’crenecs.  I he  fcdeial  enmmillce  de- 
rided vivjoii  was  an  important  enough 
factor  to  be  inehuled  in  the  standard,  so 
they  spei  ilied  ih.it  the  aveiagc  he. id  must 
lia\ e , It  least  irOileg  ol  vision  from  uilhm 
the  helmet  The  Snell  I luindation  be- 
lieved (still  do(  s)  ih.il  iiioic  eoveiage  was 
mine  hfelv  tei  be  a Iv  nelit,  so  when  Hell 
intiodiieed  the  eomplete  eov'cragc  Star 
model,  with  11)7  dcp.  vision  on  the  median 
head,  Snell  appioved  it  and  the  feds 
didn’t.  .And  when  the  .several  slates  got 
into  the  ‘.'land.iids  business,  many  of  them 
went  along  v\/th  the  fcdi  ial  guideline  -a 
word  used  sevcial  tunes  here  for  reasons 
which  will  he  c.xplai ned  and  issued 
helmet  legiilalions  with  the  1 20  deg.  glausc 
meluded. 

I he  mandatory  helmet  usage  l.iws 
wliieh  came  into  vogue  a few  ycais  back 
brmiglil  along  some  eontroversy  of  their 
own.  Molouvelc  lider;  arc  known  for 
being  individuals  .ind  indicidii.ils  seldom 
wileome  bcim;  told  what  to  do,  (or  their 
own  g.ood  Ol  lu'l.  On  the  op|iosite  side  no 
politician  can  lesi'.t  taking  bold  and  deci- 
sive aclii'ii  vdiii  h 'aiund  > line  to  the  public 
and  oidv  h.is  a leal  life  elleil  cm  a lew 
pii'ple.  Whin  ih("i'  lew  people  aie  so- 
cially '^nsp.■|  I anvw.iy,  the  politieal  le- 
vsi I 'Is  ai  e < M il  b(  I n I 

We  had  Iv/o  field'  ol  im|'as  nmed 
aigiiiii'iit.  Ihc  ie  V.  a . die  id(  ,ihslic  ( oii- 
Miliition.il  ( ne.  c.iii  lie-  I'lveinmenl  pio- 
Icil  pcd|'lc  (o'ln  iheiirilce'i  and  should 
the  govi  riii'i'  iil  do  sd  d it's  legal  ' I he 
other  (po  lion  is  ma  ( i ci  'd  I .o  t ; a i e 
In  hints  I ( a II V g'  lod  ,iiiy  >. . .•  y 

About  iho  e In  Inn  1 si  tiidaiil  ■.  I hey 
weie  (haw  II  up  bv  ( speil'  m the  field,  bv 
men  working  without  much  previous  ex- 
perience. 1 hev  aie  lab  t'  st' . We  don't  need 
di  t Ills  here.  1 he  impoiiant  thing  was  that 
the  helmet  c ei tifn  ation  and  leseareh  |ieo- 
plc  clrc'vv  up  their  tests  as  lab  tests. 

If  you  instrument  a form  the  si/e  and 
weight  ol  the  human  lieacl  and  drop  it 


liom  a nu  .I  iiied  heieht  imto  a i iibie  yaid 
I'l  coiurete,  viui  will  hive  a eertain  and 
know  n imp, let  mi  th.it  form. 

I(  voii  put  that  instiuniented  (oim  inside 
a helmet  and  drop  it  (lom  the  same  height 
onto  the  same  blmk  of  ecmerete.  the  in- 
stiumeiits  will  tell  vou  wh.il  the  impact 
w as.  m tei  ms  of  g Ion  e,  so  manv  times  the 
foiec  of  gravilv  W hen  you  know  the  size 
and  shape  of  the  blow  to  the  unprotected 
head  form,  and  to  the  protected  head 
foim,  you  can  kmwv  the  pioteetion. 

Set  a spike  m the  concrete  and  drop  a 
weighted  helmet  on  the  spike  from  a set 
height  and  you'll  know  how  well  the 
helmet  shell  resists  being  penetrated. 

So.  We  had  st.indards  for  helmet 
perfoi  m.inee. 

We  had  various  state  l.iws  controlling 
helmet  usage. 

a’lsi'iit  eertii  caliem.  nio.'tlv  volunterv. 

We  knew  a l.il  about  how  helmets  per- 
formed in  the  l.ib 

We  argued  helmets  and  their  use  on 
f.iith 

I his  IS  a lot  of  (laws.  While  the  people 
invailved  in  the  research  and  the  cnloree- 
ment  and  peril. ips  the  usage  were  people 
ol  good  faith  and  good  intentions,  there 
were  g.ips, 

rnforeement  was  haphazard.  If  a man- 
uf.ic truer  didn’t  wish  to  have  the  Snell 
bound. ition  test  his  wares,  he  didn’t  have 
to.  Same  for  the  SI  1C  A.  If  the  helmets  had 
no  stickers,  why.  racers  couldn’t  wear 
them.  II  some  shoddv  outfit  joined  SlfCA 
and  dunked  the  tests,  the  council  could 
revoke  his  membership  and  take  awav  his 
slickers. 

1 hat  left  the  cpiiek-buck  guvs  with  only 
a lew  million  poteiiti.il  customers  N'ou  can 
guess  how  h.ird  they  vvoriied  about  that 

.lust  as  serious  w.is  ih.it  nobody  really 
knew  enough  about  wh.it  a helmet  should 
do  in  real  hie.  Dri'p  tests  m the  lab  may  be 
pu.l  like  a throw  n i ider  landing  on  the  curb 
head  first.  Hut  they  may  not  be  like  that, 
either. 

Ami  when  the  jsio  vs  eon  debate  came 
b.iek  again  and  ,ig  liii.  each  side  believed 
llu  v wi  ll-  ;irguing  f.icl  and  they  weren’t. 
Nobdd',  le.illy  knew 

I hat  s the  w.iy  it  was  last  time  we 
h'oked 

I hing'.  h.ive  ' h luged  I hey'vc  i hanged 
so  luiiih  It  s h.iid  to  believe  we  went  this 
h'ug  w iihont  the  i li.uige'.. 

Ilej'iii  v.ith  tlm  '11(1  ol  one  m.i)or 
guid'  hue.  I he  b'd' i.il  goveinnu  nt  now 
has  iis  own  III  hin  t si  iud.iid,  kn(w>,  n as 
POI-.’IH.  ( I X ) I r,  shoii  (oi  I )c)'.ii  tmeni 
ol  I i.mspoi latii'ii.  under  vvhose  aU'piees 
the  Icderal  highway  safety  people  wnrk.) 

As  a st.mdarcl.  PO  I -2  IK  is  pretty  much 
like  what  used  to  be  known  as  the  7-90 
st.Midaid,  with  limits  lor  performance 
under  impact,  penetialion  and  retention. 

Hut  l)()l-2IS  is  not  a guideline.  It  is  a 


law  I hat  law  say  s anybodv  w ho  m.ikes 
sells  lot  use  on  public  ro.ids  a helmet  . 
which  doesn’t  meet  DO  1-2 IS,  h.is  the  feds 
lor  an  enemy.  ' '' 

I he  fedei.il  g.ovcrument  is  a b,id  ( utlil  ^ 
to  have  ag.iinsi  yon.  I ailitig  .Snell  or 
SI  K', A is  one  thing.  I hev  throw  you  out  of  j 
the  club.  Violate  fcdeial  law  and  they  seize  i 
vour  hank  account.  Or  your  person.  '1  hey  1 
go  after  your  customers  if  yxiu’rc  a man- 
uf.icturer  or  your  suppliers  if  youTc  a 
retailer.  t 

And  the  feds  are  everywhere. 

As  a result,  no  prudent  person  w ill  make 
or  sell  a helmet  inferior  to  [7)07-2 IK. 

An  im|uudenl  person  can  still  buy  a 
pink  helmet.  Iherc  are  rumored  to  be 
sh.ir|iics  still  h.inging  in  there.  I hev  (ind 
an  uiidevelop'.d  country  with  cheap  labor 
and  thev  order  a pile  of  Irashv,  flashv 
b.!:,  ;>'c,  'h  : ■t'-l  nr.  a 

J 

cj'.'.ick  tour  I'f  '.he  alleys  and  sv  .ai-'  meets 
and  llieir  business  is  done. 

Caveat  Lmplor.  Meanwhile,  the  new 
rider,  tlie  m.iii  or  woman  w ho  does  want  a 
good  helmet,  something  an  expert  has  had 
a chance  to  inspect  and  lest  and  certify, 
can  find  one  easily.  Without  cHort  and 
w’ithout  prior  knowledge  T.vcii  tliosc  of  ns 
who  don’t  like  eonsiimerism.  we  who 
doubt  that  the  average  person  needs  all  the 
protection  pushed  at  us.  can  still  approve 
of  this. 

If  helmets  work. 

Miat  brings  us  to  the  next  good  news. 

We  can  know  if  helmets  are  good,  if  they 
work  and  bow  well,  only  when  we  know 
what  happens  out  there  on  the  street. 

We  arc  close  to  finding  onl. 

Nobody  ever  said  the  lab  was  the  answ  er. 
Until  now  llierc  vvas  no  known  correlation 
between  the  tests  and  the  accidents.  I here 
were  survevs  and  some  research  but  be- 
cause llicrc  wasn’t  money  for  the  complete 
job,  there  w as  no  complete  job. 

rii.mks  to  the  various  safety  and  con- 
sumer campaigns,  the  money  lias  been' 
m.idc  av.iilable.  I lie  U.S.  Department  of 
1 raiisporlatioti  lias  funded  a motorcycle 
accident  rcsca'cli  priigr.im  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  .Southern  California’s  Institute  of 
Safety  and  Systems  Management.  I his  is 
tlm  mo'.t  (omplctc  and  laicful  ind  thor- 
on"h  sm.  h proiccl  ever  done.  It  deserves  an 
ai Ik  !c  of  its  own  and  til cic  is  one  included 
in  this  review  package. 

We  are  concerned  here  with  helmets, 
their  ir.e  and  their  cllci.liveiuss  SiilhcC  it 
to  begin  wiiii  Ibe  la<  I that  the  aii  iileiit 
‘.liidy  is  piole  lon.ally  (lone,  liy  liained 
invesligatoi who  are  also  motorcycle 
licleis.  1 be  Miidy  is  fniuled  to  do  a com- 
plete, even  exh.inslive,  invesligalion  ofhDO 
moloKyclc  .Kciclents  inviilving  iiijniy  in 
the  greater  I, os  Angeles  area.  I bis  is  a 
tonirolled  sample  in  that  the  icpoils  will 
be  on  the  first  901)  such  accidents  to  occur 
during  the  fmiding’s  lime  period,  that  is, 
llicy  can’t  pick  the  good  ones  or  the  gory 
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(UK'S  (ir  in  i.iiv  i\ . 

I lie  |'i('|(xl  I-.  MU  i'mpliic  lit  tins  wiilinj:. 

I he  ic''(  nih  rump  h.is  ( ('iiipldcly  proe- 
cssc'il  inoic  ill. in  hio  neLulciiK 

A '.nivc.  is  ;i  l.iipc  ('iiou^h 

Slim  pie  !('  ll^n  I "I  I u I.  lim  I li;il  ) 1 1 'Ml  liisioil‘1. 
cspeei.ilU  v lien  ilie  tu  inh;  me  ;is  clear  as 

nrr  in  this  r.i'.e  — 

pill  iiilli  lieliiiei  use'  Calilin nia  has 
mi  iiiaiHl.ilnis  helmet  l.iw,  Helw  cen  45  and 
50  peuenl  ol  the  liders  wear  helmets 
volimt.iriK . lire  50  percent  nf  the  riders 
w ho  don't  w eat  helmets  have  70  peicent  of 

the  nccidenis  w hich  icMilt  in  m)iirv^ 

Telmct 


’)ollicsw~ Wclfiinp  a lielmct  is  an 
admission  (if  an  epiiii)’,  a lisk  Rulers  w ho 
admit  hikes  aie  daiipcroiis  aie  less  likely  to 


rA'  nr 

liepi 


he  hull  til  111  hik(  IS  w lui  dua'U — 

In  tTalf  The  ai  ( idents  w il  h iiipii  ics,  tliei  e ' 
were  no  luad  inpiiics  Hut  (T|  the  hare- 
headed h ill  who  hit  their  heads,  hall  le- 
ceived  a concussion  . .or  wmse. 

1 here  were  100  rideis  who  lecclNcd 
miuries  in  clashes,  and  whose  helmets 
showed  marks  ol  iiiijiact  or  ahiasion.  Of 
that  100,  a total  of  twii,  yes,  twn,  sullcred 

coiunssions.  

riy potlTesis  and  headline:  Helmets 
Woik. 

Iheie  is  the  other  esticme.  I here  have 
hecn  latal  accidents  in  tins  study. 

I luph  1 1,  1 luit.  Ir..  piincipal  investipator 
lor  the  tesearch  proiip,  phrases  his  (indings 
this  way: 


"I  luive  si'cii  aicidcnt.  w here  a In  imet 
wiiu-kd^have  done  no  pood 

Cl've  never  seen  a lielim^ted  ruler  die  ol  A 

lO^V  111  ihr'  lu',llJ  ” ) 

I !c Inu'Is  woilv. 

('onsidcrahle  stre'-s  has  hcen  placed  mi 
that  because  the  next  liiidiiips  are  some- 
thmp  ol  a blow  to  those  of  u^  li.die 
followed  and  believed  in  the  various  helmet 
standard;,  all  these  sears. 

One  of  the  prune  adv.mtapes  ol  tiie  I 'S( ' 
project  is  that  it  will  (ompare  helmets  m 
real  life  to  the  helmets  m the  lab.  1 he 
researchers  can  ktiosv,  lor  e.xamplc.  that  a 
150db.  ttiaii  went  over  the  bars  at  22  nipli. 
sailed  30  ft.  through  the  an.  hit  a lioaid 


( onliinircl  mi 


/MI,V 


VS 


A Piofcrifiionri!  I..cg!c  A'\oiorcyclo  Accidents, from  iliG  AAok>rcyclisi’f.  Viev/poirA 


T"  hcti  the  O .S.  Oeparltiieiit  of 
\ ' y I la nsjioi  tation  decided  a com- 
\A  V.i'plcte  motonycle  an  idcnl  lescarch 
project  was  needed,  the  outline  was 
roughly  this.  Invcsiipatc  c'cry  tiK'toreycle 
accident  with  iiipiry  for  ;i  given  lime  in  a 
given  area,  nctcrniinc  wh  it  happens  and 
to  w limn  and  w lis  in  oidcr  that  Ihc  various 
safety  pimips  c.in  lipnre  mit  how  to  lediice  . 
motoicvile  anidenls  and  lessen  the  inju- 
ries llial  do  (and  w iIlT  o(  cair. 

Si'inuU  .simple  until  a glance  at  the 
foi ms  lot  each  uivc  tig  ition  show  429  faets 
to  be  ( olli'cled  pc  i crash. 

I he  assipniiK  111  went  lo  Ihc  lluiversily 
ol  .Soulliem  ( aliroiiiia  s lu^litnle  ol  I tal- 
fic  Salciv  and  Sy  l' m.s  M a iiapemenl.  I he 
inslilnlc's  liisl  i.icp  w ,r.  to  ua  mil  mvestiga- 
tois  who  also  nde  moloKvcIrs,  on  the 
grounds  tliat  unless  ymi  know  bikes,  cam 
wam  t know  what  lo  look  loi'  In  a niotorcy- 
clc  ( lash. 

I’iiiua('al  line  I ip  atm  I luph  M I Iiiit,  Jr. 
s.iys  the  Ic.ani  w :is  butnd  i|uick  lv  e:<ccpl  for 
the  icipiired  plnsiil.ui.  “You  don't  sec 
main  pinsicians  who  ilrlc  motorcycles. 
We  did  liiid  one  w ho  was  so  inleiesied  in 
the  pioiecl  ih.ai  she  was  willing  to  learn 
how  to  ride.” 

Hesciibing  ihc  actual  wank  as  painstak- 
ing isn't  enough 

I acli  lepoil  lu  gins  v.  ith  a ladm  c ill  ov  er 
the  iiolue  and  cmcigiaKV  iiiomlm.  Ihc 
survey  tc.iin  goes  to  the  site  and  nuMsurcs 
evervihing.  I hev  inlei  siew  the  tidcr,  the 
pa  . sell)  er.  i(  there  is  one,  aiul  the  fumple  m 
tlie  other  vehicle,  if  one  was  invailvcd. 

I hev  go  to  the  hospital  Im  medical  lepoils 
and  more  nileiviews.  I hey  bill,  lo  the 
lamily,  to  'petl.iine,  .mvlrndv  who  m.iv 
have  somelhm;'  lo  i oiili  ibnii-,  1 he  next 
da  V.  or  when  w (':i  I lu  I and  Imu  (onditions 
diipliciile  Iho  e ol  ilu  a(<uhnt,  they  j’o 
b;u  k lo  the  sci  iit  and  liar  iha.c  n bike  ;. 

I hi  v le.ai  II  I il  d v.  h.a  I i idi  i 1 1 .ished 
when'  mi  w h.at  I he  ; i i.oiul  ( In  i k is  to  see 
what  bikeis  lide  m that  pi  n e at  that  tuiic, 
was  this  accident  a Ihiie'’  Or  is  there  a 


h.i/ard  in  the  siicel  ’ Still  later,  the  make  slaLisbC'^. 

and  model  are  fed  into  the  computer,  to  he  / A large  minoiity  ol  street  nu'itoicv clists 

checked  ai'alnst  rcgistialion  ligures  in  the  ride  to  and  Irom  work.  But  they  aren’t  hurl 
arc.'t.  If  I Icndcison  I outs  have  live  percent  In  accidents. 

of  the  crashes  and  are  live  percent  of  the  / Touting  is  a big  part  of  mototcycling, 
motorcycle  population,  that  means  one  / but  riders  on  long  trips  don’t  get  hurt,  even 
thing.  Ifcvciy  llenderson  Ihnirm  the  area  / when  riding  through  tow  n. 

[alls  over  crossing  tailroad  tracks,  that's/  T his  begins  to  sound  like  a conlradic- 

somgtjiinp  else...-  tion.  if  mo.st  of  the  lime  the  rider  is  an 

innocent  victim,  then  surelv  all  types  of 
riders  should  be  getting  knocked  oil'  tlieir 
bikes.  'I  here  is  no  c (Uitradiction.  All  types 
of  cyclists  are  gclting,  luriicd  in  front  of. 
Some  avoid  the  accident  and  some  d in’t. 

lake  one  typical  ease  A man  on  a 75() 
with  disc  limit  bi.ikcs  is  i id iiig  along  w hen 
a car  turns  into  his  p;ilh  I b'  skids  into  the 
side  ol  the  car.  somcrsaiills  over  it  and 
lauds  on  the  othei  side,  with  only  minor 
S(  r.ipes. 

Ihc  USf  te.iiii  found  111)  feet  of  skid 
maiks  and  wauked  out  that  when  the  i ar 
loomed,  the  bike  was  doing,  42  mph  I .iler 
tests  show  ed  th.it  that  model  bike  cmild  be 
stop|H'd  fiom  thal  speed  on  that  street  25 
ft'et  away  Irom  the  c.ir. 

You  got  it  Stupid  drivers  don't  see 
motorcycles.  1 hev  turn  into  our  piitli-  re- 
gardless e>f  whclher  we  are  experiemcel 
rielers  or  not,  w hether  wc  know  how  to  use 
the  brakes  or  nol. 

Ihc  ridel  who  is  used  to  re.iciitig 
c|uickly,  who  knows  liov.  to  swerve  and 
how  to  brake,  doesn’t  ( r.ish  Me  stops,  or 
;iv('ids  the  c.n,  shake-  Ins  list  and  rides 
tiwav.  I here  is  no  ;k cident-with-in|ui v to 
repi'rt. 

One  linal  |ireliniiii,M v woid.  The  iiives- 
tigatois  ask  every  baie  lieadia.l  rider  k.ow 
he  lecls  .ibmil  lialiucl,.  About  ‘>0  pcuint 
ol  llieni  ic'i'lv  lliev  air  in  l.ivor  of  hclmels, 
wear  tlKiii  on  Imij’  trip,  and  such.  Il  pist 
happened  that  iliis  tup.  pisi  down  |m  the 
store  or  ovei  to  .i  buddy’s  house,  tliev 
didn’t  ligiiie  the  helmet  was  licit  ini|)or- 
lant. 

1 lid  of  Iciluie.  fj] 


^ One  of  Ihc  leporl  lorms  ends  with  the 
I (picstion,  “Does  the  iidcr  h.ive  a Ititloo?’ 
k Odd  question,  except  that  psvchok'gical 
S studies  indicate  people  with  tattoos  take] 
ij  more  risks  than  people  without  them, 

^ (iireiithc  picicciilage  ol  llie  j'c'ucTTll  jrnpu- 
kilion  with  dccoialioiis,  vv(  can  comp.iie 
that  with  the  perccutiu'c  of  motorcycle 
ridcis  with  ;i  l.iltoo.  and  with  crashed 
iiders  with  l.illoos,  and  we  ll  have  some 
indication  of  wh.il  pail  risk-laking  plavs  in 
bike  accidents.  (Vety  little,  so  lai.) 

All  this  is  vety  well  and  all  this  is 
something  of  a piclimimiiv  report.  Ihc 
study  isn't  complete,  so  the  conclusions 
aien’t  final 

I here  are  keen  trends  turning  up, 
though,  some  ol  Which  m.iv  save  a life,  or 
(ven  alh'w  m.inv  tidcis  to  feel  safer,  or 
vow  to  improv  e,  or  both. 

I here  ate  all  maiiner  of  accidents;  solo, 
lvv()  bikes,  bile  vs.  ear  or  tiuck.  flic  mc- 
di.in  accident.  Ilioiij’li,  mu'  in  w hich  any  of 
us  could  be  involved,  is  almost  classic: 

Ihc  moioi(\'cle  is  |iiocccduig  down  the 
lo.id  at  the  leg  il  : peed  (■  !ien  an  oncoming 
I ar  luiiis  into  the  bike’s  p.illi  and  Ihc  bike 
hits  il.  Ihc  iidcr  is  hull,  the  diivcr  isn’t. 

I he  driver  didn’t  .sec  the  motorcycle. 

In  KO  peiccnl  ol  these  .iccidenls,  the  car 
was  at  built 

I v'cn  '.o  as  m niioncd  eailier,  b.iie- 
hcaded  iidco  are  moic  likely  locrash  than 
.lie  liders  v.  illi  helmets 

I lull  sa^s  his  Mii'.  rv  sluw,'s  2''  pcicenl  of 
the  stud  iidei',  iii  the  I os  Angeles  ;iic.i 
h ive  (hi  I I idin;;  expel  i(  nc(  Hut  so  few  of 
these  riders  are  involved  with  setioiis 
crashes  that  they  don’t  show  up  on  the 
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fence  li'Mii  (ii'.t  :\n<l  cmcij’cd  with  a 
lu  M'J.u  he. 

I hey  can  I.''  e lii . helmet  back  to  the  lab 
aiul  knn'\-  o.a^alv  '.hat  sltaje.;  the  helmet  is 
in  I lien  Mu  ',  ' an  mi1|ccI  tin:  helmet  to  a 
blow  w liicli  (liij'heali  s the  .'.h  ipc  the  helmet 
is  m.  1’  iiialb'.  Mis',-  can  matcli  that  blow,  that 
is.  the  e fiacc  to  the  helmet  vs.  the  g foice  to 
the  head,  agams!  llie  'aaiuLirde. 

I’rehminaiv  evidetue  indiea'es  that  the 
elfecl  ol  liie  vai  ions  .stand, irds  is  less  than 
expeeli  d.  If  the  ruler's  head  i.. n’t  struck  at 
all,  no  I'lol'lcni.  And  it  the  blow  is  imsur- 
vivable,  the  gi.uh-  ot  helmet  makes  no 
ilillt  acnce. 

Ihe  middle  eiomul  is  the  important 
ground.  Whde  Ilu-  r'-'C.iuh  clear!',  shows 
the  bcnel'ts  c'l  hehm.ls.  the  I'cneht  ol' the 
lop  i'iade  hcliiu:t  c.iai|cired  to  just  any 
helnu.'l.  isn’t  -liowing.  up  m the  figures. 

Nainr.div,  l!i'."c  e.  ledm.cd  injury  and 
some  ridcis  m .'■b'ldi  helmets  have  head- 


aches while  the  s.ime  crash  in  a tired  old 
helmet  would  ha\e  gicen  them  a concus- 
sion, but  these  results  are  discussed  in 
percentage  points. 

I his  IS  hard  (for  me)  to  accept. 

Reacting  as  a survivor  of  the  soup-bow  1 
erti  and  as  a rider  who  has  refused  to  wear 
anything  e.^cept  a SncH-approvcd  helmet 
since  the  .Snell  l-oundatum  was  formed,  I 
didn't  w ant  to  know  th.o  my  S ws  hand-laid 
fiberglass  shell  r.icing-lcgal  helmet  wasn’t 
three  times  as  safe  as  the  Sd.S  OOI-?.  IH 
polycarbonate  r.hell  helmet  sold  at  the 
corner  stole. 

fdr.  Hurt  takes  a"  more  balanced  view. 

I he  helmets  built  to  hirdicr  stand. irds 
are  belter  helmets,  m that  they  can  he 
counted  on  to  absorb  more  impact  I ven  if 
Ihe  odds  are  tljat  the  extra  [irolection 
won’t  be  used,  still,  it’s  nice  to  know'  it’s 
there. 

At  the  same  time,  helmet  laws  ,ind  st.in- 
dards  should  be  based  c'li  the  gieatest  goc'd 
for  the  greatcsl  number.  Motorevcling  will 
gam.’ for  riilers  and  the  public,  if  the  less- 
expen'  ise  helmets  do  their  job. 

Point  taken  and  conceded. 

And  now.  assuming,  the  reader  is  c'nc  of 
us  w'ho  wears  a helmet  because  v.e've 
aUvays  known  helmets  work,  on  to  the 
bright  side. 

Ihe  anti-helmet  people  htivc  made 
some  telling  arguments.  Helmets  arc 
heavy,  so  it  makes  sense  that  a heltnct 
could  pendulum  your  head  into  an  injury. 


Arguing  in  favor  of  loss  of  vision  or  hear- 
ing IS  dillicull.  And  it’s  all  too  easy  to 
visuali/e  a helmet  snagged  on  a bumper. 

Hicse  thingts  could  happen.  Such  acci- 
dents are  possible.  J'.ver  since  helmets  be- 
came worth  wearing,  those  of  us  who  w ear 
helmets  have  accepted  the  above  pos- 
sibilities as  risks  worth  taking  because  not 
we.iiing  .1  helmet  was  more  risky. 

We  wcri'  wixuig. 

Know'  how  many  crashes  surveyed  were 
caused  or  complicated  by  impaired  vision 
or  heaiinit? 

O 

How  many  helmets  snagged  and  hurt 
the  rider? 

None. 

Neck  injuries?  Riders  with  helmets  have 
slightly  fewer  neck  injuries  than  riders 
without  helmets^ James  OucHcL-Wlio-cUre.*' 
Ihe  injury  follow-up  studies  for  the  project, 
says  if  he  cared  to  play  games  with  the 
figures  (he  doesn’t)  he  could  make  a statis- 
tical case  for  helmets  reducing  the  risk  of 
cerv  ical  injury. 

I he  figures  up  to  now  show  the  safety 
helmet  to  be  cleaner  than  the  seatbelt,  in 
that  belts  can  and  do  cause  minor  injuries 
while  saving  lives  and  helmets  save  lives 
while  doing  no  harm  at  all. 

In  sum,  anybody  who  can  afford  to  buy 
gas  caiV  afford  an  adequate  helmet, 
and  . . . 

1 here’s  no  good  reason  not  to  wear  a 
helmet.  0 
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Attached  is  what  we  feel  was  the  mea t of  the  Conference  on  Head 
Protection  for  Cyclists,  held  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  April  14,  1977. 
If  you  find  anything  in  error,  or  have  any  suggestions  , please  dash 
a note  off  to  me  by.  return  mail,  if  possible.  Dy  the  way,  wo  plan 
to  add  footnotes  and  references. 

The  attached  report  presents  the  main  points  discussed.  If  we  have 
portrayed  the  facts  accurately,  we  will  easily  be  able  to  put  them 
in  a proper  format  for  public  distribution.  Since  it  takes  us  quite 
a long  time  to  get  anything  into  print  form,  we  will,  of  course, 
simply  duplicate  the  report  in  this  form  until  the  printed  pamphlet 
is  available. 

We  want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  for  giving  of  your 
time  and  energy  to  participate  in  the  Conference  , and  to  help  m.ake 
possible  what  we  feel  will  be  a very  productive  clarification  of 
why  helmets  should  be  worn. 

Again,  please  give  this  your  immediate  attention.  If  we  don't  hear 
from  you  by  May  23,  we  will  assume  your  concurrence . 


Attachment 


87 


MEDICAL  ASPECTS  OF  HEAD  PROTECTION  FOR  CYCLISTS 

APRIL  14,  1977 
Washington  , D. C . 


A Conference  Sponsored  by  the 
American  Ned i cal  ■ As s oc i at i on 


CONFERENCE  REPORT 


88 


MEDICAL  ASPECTS  OF  HEAD  PROTECTION  FOR  CYCLISTS 

INTRODUCTION 

0 

Helmets , as  a protective  device,  have  been  around  literally  for 
thousands  of  years,  primarily  in  the  field  of  military  activities. 

In  more  recent  history , however , they  have  provided  head  protection 
in  many  areas,  such  as:  contact  sports,  racing,  cycling,  and 
particularly  in  industry. 

Our  concern  here  is  with  their  use  in  cycling.  With  the  advent 

r 

of  lighter,  more  economical  motorcycles , the  number  of  vehicles  has 
increased  tremendously.  The  number  of  deaths  has  risen  to  almost 
3,000  per  year,  and  occurs  at  a rate  more  than  three  times  as  high 
as  that  occurs  in  automobile  crashes.  Since  the  cyclist's  head 
mos t often  makes  contact  with  the  road , or  some  other  non-forgiving 
surface  in  a crash,  the  need  for  head  protection  is  obvious. 

The  question  is  what  kind  of  protection.  It  was  not  until  1957 
that  a comprehensive  testing  program  was  established  to  set  design 
standards  based  upon  actual  performance  requirements  in  a crash 
situation . Those  standards  have  become  the  basis  for  the  American 
National  Standards  Institute  Z90.1  requirement  and  the  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  218  which  was  adopted  on  March  1,  1974. 
These,  then,  are  the  protective  devices  available,  and  they  arc 
what  this  paper  shall  discuss. 
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Motorcycle  crash  studies,  especially  concerning  the  vulnerabi 1 i ty 
of  the  unprotected  head  to  serious  injury,  have  been  conducted  in 
England,  even  prior  to  World  War  II.  This  early  research  indicated 
that  fatalities  resulted  in  more  than  90%  of  crashes  involving  head 
injuries.  With  increased  helmet  usage  starting  in'1960,  their 
fatalities  from  head  injuries  dropped  to  about  50%.  A general  search 
of  the  current  scientific  literature  indicates  that  about  80%  of 
motorcycle-crash  injuries  arc  injuries  to  the  head,  and  that  the 
chance  of  sustaining  a fatal  head  injury  is  two-thirds  greater  for 
an  unhelmeted  cyclist.  Since  head  injuries  almost  always  present  a 
crucial  problem,  it  is  not  at  all  difficult  to  justify  a serious 
medical  interest , to  say  nothing  of  the  concern  of  society , both 
from  a humane  and  a financial  angle.  This  is  especially  true, 
since  the  majority  of  cyclists  seriously  injured  or  killed  are 
teenagers  or  young  adults. 

Physicians  and  researchers  have  always  been  concerned  about 
the  over  representation  of  head-related  fatalities  in  motorcycle 
crashes.  The  introduction  of  lighter , less  costly  cycles,  plus 
the  advantage  of  their  use  as  an  economical  means  of  transportation 
in  the  present  energy  crises,  would  seem  to  indicate  the  necessity 
for  continued  and  even  greater  concern  in  the  future. 

Accordingly,  a number  of  organizations,  such  as  the  American 
Association  for  Automotive  Medicine  and  the  National  Safety  Council, 
along  with  thousands  of  individual  physicians  and  concerned  ^c i t i zens , 


90 


3 


have  supported  inanda  tory  motorcycle  helmet  legislation.  In  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  FUSS  No.  3,  most  states  had  passed  such 
legislation.  In  addition,  Australian  and  Canadian  Provinces  had 
passed  their  versions.  Some  motorcyclists , however,  are  strongly 
opposed  to  any  mandatory  requirement.  In  fact,  after  the  power  of 
the  U.S.  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  enforce  standards  was  removed, 
the  cyclists,  or  their  representatives , managed  to  convince  a number 
of  states  to  repeal  their  mandatory  helmet  usage  laws  in  1976,  and 
more  seem  to  be  following  their  lead. 

We  are  not  concerned  here  with  the  arguments  the  motorcyclists 
use  in  opposing  helmet  legislation,  except  as  they  relate  to  questions 
of  morbidity  and  mortality  in  motorcycle  crashes.  However,  medical 
implications  have  been  raised  concerning  the  reliability  and  efficacy 
of  helmets . It  has  been  claimed,  for  instance,  that  helmets  do  not 
reduce  head  injuries,  but  cause  them,  and  that  helmets  increase  the 
likelihood  of  crashes  by  interfering  with  vision  and  hearing.  Such 
claims  have  been  very  effective  in  repealing  helmet  legislation, 
with  an  accompanying  great  reduction  in  helmet  usage.  Such  claims 
can  only  be  proved  or  refuted  by  medical  research.  They  involve 
complicated  questions  that  must  be  addressed  most  carefully  and 
from  a completely  scientific  viewpoint. 

Accordingly,  the  American  Nodical  Association  invited  a group 
of  experts  to  a Conference  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  April  14  , 1 977  , 
to  discuss  the  medical  aspects  of  the  overall  problem.  Although 
there  is  interest  and  need  for  exploring  head  protection  for  drivers 
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and  passengers  of  all  motorized  cycles,  and  even  those  on  non- 
motorized  types,  the  greatest  part  of  the  concern  is  with  the 
driver  and  passenger  of  the  motorcycle. 

The  primary  objective  of  the  Conference,  therefore , was 
to  address,  from  a medical  and  scientific  viewpoint,  a number 
of  issues  with  medical  implications . These  included  all  aspects 
of  helmet  usage  in  which  questions  of  head,  ncc.k,  and  shoulder 
injuries  might  be  involved . Also  addressed  were  questions  of 
helmets  in  relation  to  vision  and  hearing;  the  effects  of  accessories 
fastened  to  the  helmet,  as  well  as  psychological  effects. 

Conference  participation  was  limited  to  20  individuals, 
mostly  physicians  and  medically-oriented  researchers  with 
experience  and  background  in  this  area  (see  Appendix).  Represen- 
tatives of  the  motorcyclists,  as  well  as  the  manufacturers  , were 
invited  to  give  us  their  perspective . 

BACKGROUND  PRESENTATIONS 

As  an  introduction  to  the  meeting,  and  to  provide  a background 
concerning  the  motorcycle  helmet  as  a protective  system.  Dr.  Snively 
gave  a brief  slide  presentation  on  helmet  design,  manufacture , and 
testing.  It  was  pointed  out  that  helmet  design,  especially  in 
relation  to  energy  absorption  capabilities,  is  not  the  result  of 
arbitrary  decisions,  but  rather,  the  result  of  a sophisticated 

» 

scientific  technique  with  the  sole  purpose  of  protecting  the  head 
inside  of  it.  The  design,  of  course , assumes  that  the  helmet 
will  be  worn  properly. 
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Perhaps  too  much  emphasis  has  been  placed  upon  the  fact  that 
a cyclist  enormously  increases  his  chances  of  staying  alive  if  he 
wears  a helmet,  since  cyclists  in  crashes  do  not  always  die  -- 
the  incidence  of  non-fatal  head  impact  is  about  20  times  that  of 
fatal  head  injury.  Although  such  injuries  may  be  non-fatal,  they 
often  result  in  crippling  and  paraplegia . In  addition,  they  often 
cause  permanent  and  disabling  brain  injuries  , which  often  do  not 
appear  in  the  morbidity  statistics. 

Professor  Hurt  gave  a slide  presentation  on  the  research 
currently  being  done  by  the  multidisciplinary  accident  investigation 
(MDAI)  team  at  the  University  of  Southern  California.  Thus  far, 
of  the  471  cases  studied,  there  were  no  injuries  to  the  head 
(AIS=0)  in  the  approximately  40%  of  cyclists  who  wore  helmets. 

Even  in  the  two  fatalities  in  the  helmeted  group,  which  were 
caused  by  severe  injuries  to  other  parts  of  the  body,  the  heads 
were  uninjured.  This  team  is  working  very  closely  with  the  Snell 
Foundation  which  conducts  intensive  research  on  all  helmets  involved 
in  crashes  to  determine  the  extent  of  damage  to  both  the  shell  and 
lining,  and  to  provide  real-life  crash  data  on  helmet  tolerance 
to  impact.  Injuries  in  the  unhelmeted  consisted  of  (to  be  added).- 

Dr.  Newman  summarized  on-going  research  in  Ottawa,  Canada 
where  mandatory  helmet  legislation  has  been  enacted . While  the 
great  majority  of  cyclists  wear  helmets , he  felt  that,  on  the 
average,  most  helmets  generally  used  are  not  of  as  good  a quality 
as  those  in  this  country,  and  that  his  statistics  are  not  comparable 
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with  those  in  U.S.  studies . Important  to  note,  however , is  that  even 
where  cyclists  with  helmets  had  head  injuries,  the  vast  majority 
of  those  were  in  the  minor  to  moderate  categories  (AIS2  or  less). 

He  stressed  that  helmets  do  not  ca use  the  injury,  but  where 
injuries  result,  the  helmet  has  already  spread  the  force  of  the 
impact , but  was  not  able  to  eliminate  the  force  entirely. 

Dr.  Schultz,  a plastic  and  reconstructive  surgeon,  showed 
a slide  presentation  of  persons  injured  in  motorcycle  crashes. 

In  every  case,  a full-face  coverage  helmet  would  have  prevented 
or  lessened  the  severe  temporal  and  facial  injuries  sustained 
by  these  cyclists,  which  are  of  greatest  consequence  in  the 
severity  of  the  injuries. 

These  brief  slide  presentations , added  to  the  scientific 
literature  available,  as  well  as  -the  background  and  expertise  of 
the  Conference  participants,  provided  the  framework  for  Conference 
deliberations . 

DISCUSSION  ON  DIRECT  MEDICAL  ASPECTS 

1 . Cervical  Spine 

Def ini tive  research  directly  relating  cervical  spine  injuries 
to  helmet  usage  is,  of  course,  needed.  llov;ever , there  is  no  evidence 
to  indicate  that  motorcycle  helmets  cause  the  spinal  injuries  that 
are  occass ionally  found  in  hclmeted  cyclists.  Based  upon  currently 
available  scientific  literature , personal  experiences,  and  background, 
and  a study  some  years  ago  involving  1,630  cases  of  football  helmet 
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wearers  , cervical  spine  injuries  are  possible,  whether  or  not  the 
cyclist  is  wearing  a helmet,  depending  upon  the  circumstances  of 
the  accident,  but  helmets  do  not  of  themselves  contribute  to  or 
worsen  the  injury. 

The  majority  of  cervical  spine  fractures  arc  usually  caused 
by  flexion,  not  hy per  ex  tens  ion . As  helmet  design  becomes  more 
so  phi sticated  and  more  protective  of  the  head , these  improvements 
may  increase  one's  chances  of  flexion.  However,  it  is  obvious 
that  energy  not  absorbed  by  the  head  is  not  necessarily  absorbed 
by  the  neck  --  the  principlc.of  energy  t ran s f o r ma t i on  is  much 
more  complex  than  that. 

Based  upon  the  evidence,  the  likelihood  of  neck  injury  caused 
by  the  helmet  is  almost  impossible.  And  if  the  forces  were  s tron g 
enough  to  result  in  such  an  impact  with  a helmet,  they  would 
certainly  cause  fatal  head  injuries  to  the  un  he  1 me  ted  cyclist. 

And  certainly,  if  the  cyclist  refuses  to  wear  a helmet  for  this 
reason , he  is  inviting  these  injuries. 

The  question  of  head  rotation  inside  the  helmet  was  addressed . 
There  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  a helmet, 
if  properly  fitted  and  properly  worn,  causes  head  or  neck  injury 
as  a result  of  head  rotation.  Rotation  of  the  helmet  itself  on 
certain  types  of  impact  was  considered.  This  situation  can  be  a 

» 

problem  in  identifying  injury  attenuation,  because  in  some  cases, 
it  may  appear  that  the  helmet  caused  the  injury,  when,  in  fact, 
the  helmet  rotated , exposing  the  head  to  injury,  and  then  rotated 
back  to  cover  the  injury.  This  may  occur  when  the  chin  strap  is 
worn  loosely  or  is  unfastened. 
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2 . Clavicle 

During  the  1960s,  full- facial  coverage  helmets  were  banned 
from  racing  events  in  England , because  there  was  suspicion  that 
they  con tributed  unnecessarily  to  clavicle  injuries.  However , 
experience  proved  that  there  was  no  difference  in  clavicle  injuries. 

Clinical  examination  of  cases  involving  clavicle  injuries 
indicates  that  these  result  from  the  elbow  or  arm  impacting  with 
an  exterior  object,  thus  forcing  a transfer  of  energy  to  the  clavicle. 
The  injury  patterns  in  these  cases  show  clearly  that  such  injuries 
could  not  be  caused  by  the  helmet. 

3 . Chin  Strap  and  Chin  Cup 

Two  issues  are  generally  raised  when  discussing  the  chin  strap: 
(1)  Does  the  strap  i-tself  cause  injury?  (2)  Is  the  maximum  breaking 
strength  too  high? 

Ther e wa s consensus  that  the  chin  strap,  as  presently  designed, 
is  not  a causative  factor  in  neck  injury,  if  properly  worn. 

In  answer  to  the  second  issue,  there  is  evidence  to  show  that, 
even  at  a breaking  strength  in  excess  of  600  lbs. , which  is  greater 
than  the  force  experienced  in  motorcycle  crashes,  the  most  significant 
injury  will  be  a minor  abrasion . 

There  is  very  little  data  concerning  the  injury  potential  of 
the  chin  cup  itself.  It  is  not  known  if  it  helps  to  keep  the  helmet 
on  the  head,  or  how  much  it  influences  the  position  of  the  helmet. ‘ 

For  this  reason , the  Safety  Hel me t Council  of  America  strongly  urges 
that  chin  cups  not  be  used.  They  are  likewise  banned  in  Great  Britain 
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4 . Peripheral  Vision 

Opponents  of  helmet  usage  claim  that  helmet  wearing  causes 
a definite  serious  reduction  in  peripheral  vision,  A recent  study 
of  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Ad m i n i s t r a t i on  has  proven 
that  full  coverage  helmets , the  most  common  type  in  use,  restrict 
horizontal  peripheral  vision  by  less  than  3%  from  an  unhclmetcd 
cyclist.  In  addition,  the  full-facial  coverage  helmet,  which 
complies  with  both  ANSI  Z90.1  and  FMVSS  No.  218  provides  a peripheral 
restriction  only  slightly  more  than  the  full  coverage  helmet. 
Furthermore,  all  approved  helmets  tested  exceed  the  maximum  state 
licensing  requirement  for  operators  of  motor  vehicles;  namely,  140° 
total  peripheral  vision  in  the  horizontal  plane. 

It  was  further  re por ted  that  information  obtained  from  the 
use  MDAI  team  documents  that  the  great  majority  of  crashes  occur 
well  within  the  40^  field  of  vision  directly  to  the  front  of  the 
cyslist,  thus  negating  the  peripheral  vision  argument,  even  if  it 
had  validity  in  the  first  place. 

Should  the  field  of  vision  be  extended  in  present  day  helmets? 
The  group  felt  that  such  extention  would  add  to  the  injury  rate,- 
since  it  would  be  necessary  to  cut  away  a larger  amount  of  the 
helmet,  thus  affording  less  protection  to  the  crucial  upper  facial 
and  temporal  areas. 

» 

5 . Helmet  Weight 

Helmet  weight  varies  considerably,  depending  upon  design, 
construction,  and  materials  used.  The  weight  of  the  helmet  per  se, 
however , is  not  nearly  as  important  as  the  center  of  gravity. 
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If  the  center  of  gravity  of  the  helmeted  head  is  basically  the 
same  as  that  of  the  head  itself r the  wearer  should  not  experience 
injury.  The  situation  is  not  the  same  as  in  a motor-vehicle  crash, 
where  the  body  is  restrained  --  in  motorcycle  crashes , the  body 
of  the  cyclist  can  move  along  with  the  head  and  neck;  so  the 
weight  added  by  the  helmet  will  not  exacerbate  the  problem . 

It  is  verified  that  automobile  race  drivers , whose  helmet  weight 
was  increased  considerably  several  years  ago,  and  where  this 
information  is  monitored  closely , do  not  show  any  increase  in 
neck  injuries. 

A more  important  consideration  than  weight  is  the  thickness 
of  the  helmet,  since  it  has  been  proven  that  performance  upon 
impact  is  enormously  different  in  helmets  with  as  little  as  1/2" 
difference  in  thickness. 

The  possibility  of  rider  fatigue  caused  by  strained  neck  muscles 
resulting  from  heavier  helmets  was  raised.  It  was  pointed  out  that 
it  is  important  for  a motorcyclist  to  move  his  head  back  and  forth 
continually  to  stay  abreast  of  the  changing  traffic  environment, 
but  the  helmet  weight  is  not  sufficient  to  cause  a significant 
accident  potential . In  addition,  although  we  do  not  know  of  any 
research,  to  document  the  effects  of  heavier  vs.  lighter  helmets, 

there  are  numerous  case  studies  and  personal  interviews  indicating 

» 

that  riders  are  able  to  accommodate  easily  to  any  helmet  within  a 
several  pound  differential,  and  do  not  experience  problems  directly 
related  to  helmet  weight. 
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As  with  visual  impairment,  allegations  have  been  made  that 
helmets  seriously  impair  hearing  capability. 

Motorcycles  create  noise  of  about  105  dbls.  Obviously,  it 
is  necessary  that,  in  order  for  a cyclist  to  hear  any  noise,  it 
must  be  louder  than  that  resulting  from  the  cycle.  Consequently, 
as  long  as  the  rider  can  hear  the  motorcycle  itself  while  wearing 
a helmet  , he  can  also  hear  any  other  sound  with  a favorable 
s ignal - to- no i s e r atio--one  greater  than  105  dbls. 

The  helmet  does  reduce  the  loudness  of  both  the  sound  of 
interest  and  the  motorcycle  noise  proportionately  , but  docs  not 
alter  the  s igna 1- to- no i s e ratio  between  the  two  sounds.  Critical 
traffic  signals  are  not  lost,  and,  in  fact,  may  be  helped  --  when 
wind  noise  is  minimized  — the  more  critical  sounds  become  louder. 

It  has  been  claimed  that  helmets  can  cause  hearing  damage. 

To  the  contrary , the  helmeted  cyclist  is  subjected  to  only  93  dbls. 
in  a situation  where  the  unhelmeted  cyclist  is  subjected  to  105  dbls. 
While  deafness  can  result  from  continuous  exposure  even  at  the 
lower  rate,  the  allegation  that  helmets  are  responsible  for  hearing 
loss  is  patently  ridiculous. 

DISCUSSION  ON  RELATED  MEDICAL  ASPECTS 

1 . Alcohol  Involvement 

A number  of  recent  studies,  including  one  done  among  military 
personnel , indicate  that  alcohol  is  involved  in  a disproportionate 
number  of  motorcycle  crashes  involving  fatalities.  In  fact,  the 
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use  MDAI  team  found  that  alcohol  was  involved  in  over  50%  of  the 
motorcycle  fatalities  it  investigated . It  was  pointed  out  that 
alcohol-related  motorcycle  crashes  are  very  similar  to  those 
involving  motor  vehicles  and  are  far  too  common , and  add  tremendously 
to  the  problem . 

2 . Speed 

The  use  MDAI  team,  through  vehicle  deformity  studies,  indicates 
that  excessive  speed  is  not  a factor  in  the  majority  of  motorcycle 
crashes . In  fact,  California  statistics  show  that  the  majority 
of  crashes  occur  at  an  average  speed  of  32  mph. 

In  motorcycle  accidents  involving  excessive  speed,  the  helmet 
should  not  be  indicted  for  not  affording  adequate  protection , 
because,  at  upper  limits,  no  protective  system  can  be  effective . 

3 . Effects  of  Accessories  ' 

An  increasing  number  of  cyclists  are  adding  accessories  to  the 
helmet,  many  of  which  are  purely  for  decorative  purposes . It  was 
emphasized  that  any  added  equipment,  such  as  rear-view  mirrors  or 
visers  that  necessitate  drilling  holes  in  the  helmet , alters  the 
structural  integrity  of  the  helmet  and  is  therefore  extremely  hazardous . 
In  addition , these  effects,  if  not  flexible  or  breakaway , can  have 
extremely  dangerous  results  upon  impact. 

4 . Darkened  Visers 

Many  cyclists  use  darkened  visers  or  face  shields  that  provide 
full-face  coverage.  While  the  intent  of  these  devices  is  good,  the 
cyclist  sometimes  continues  to  use  them  for  night  driving  as  well, 
and  is  obviously  not  aware  of  the  gradual  visual  impairment  that 
occurs.  There  are  at  least  4 accident  cases  reported  in  the 
literature  involving  darkened  visers. 
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Thermal  Aspects 


There  was  little  argument  concerning  the  fact  that  the  helmet 
does  cause  a certain  amount  of  discomfort  during  warm  weather. 

However , there  is  no  documentation  to  translate  this  discomfort 
into  increased  crash  hazard . 

6 . Sense  of  Overconfidence 

Some  critics  have  pointed  to  the  fact  that  helmets  provide 
the  cyclist  with  a false  sense  of  security,  thus  encouraging  him 
to  take  unnecessary  risks.  There  is  evidence  that  cyclists  who 
wear  helmets,  when  not  required  by  law  to  do  so,  are  generally 
safer  drivers  --  conversely,  it  is  probably  true  also  that  cyclists 
who  choose  not  to  wear  helmets  do  not  associate  the  danger  involved 
and  are  willing  to  take  more  risks  than  the  holmeted  cyclist. 

7 . Improper  Helmet  Removal 

There  was  interest  expressed  about  the  possibility  of  EMS 
and/or  ambulance  personnel  inflicting,  serious  neck  injury  if  they 
are  not  trained  in  how  to  remove  a helmet  from  an  injured  cyclist. 

Two  persons  should  be  used ; one  to  place  his  hands  inside  the  helmet 
in  order  to  hold  the  head  rigid,  and  the  other  to  pull  the  helmet 
open  and  remove  it. 

It  was  stated  that  the  American  College  of  Surgeons  has  recently 
revised  its  emergency  training  manual  and  a section  has  been  included 
on  proper  helmet  removal . • 
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CONFERENCE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

A number  of  recommendations  are  implicit  in  the  foregoing 
material  , but  because  of  the  gravity  of  the  matter,  they  are  set 
forth  here  clearly  and  precisely.  The  recommendations^  are  based 
upon  the  expertise  and  research  experience  of  the  Conference 
attendees,  as  well  as  upon  a preponderance  of  evidence  in 
currently  available  scientific  literature.  The  recommendations 
are  : 

f 

1.  Every  individual  who  drives  or  rides 
a motorcycle,  should  wear  a properly 
fitted  approved  helmet . 

2.  Full  facial  coverage  helmets  are  strongly 
recommended , because  of  the  extra 
protection  they  afford. 

3.  Since  moped  crashes  subject  victims  to 
the  same  type  of  trauma  hazards  that 
endanger  motorcyclists , mopedists  should 
also  wear  helmets. 

4 . Bicyclists  would  be  well  advised  to  wear 
helmets , because  when  involved  in  an 
automotive  crash,  they  are  exposed  to 
motorcycle  crash  forces. 
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Nearly  a million  Big  5 bikes 
hit  the  road  in  76,  says  MIC 

\i\iliiirl  Hcihh.  (.ulil  --  SonK' 

I I arlcN -Dav  idson,  tionda,  Kawasaki.  Sii/uki, 
and  >'aniaha  niotorcsclcs  were  sold  m lire  I'  S. 

III  asei,'rdine  lo  sialisiKs  |usi  lele.isetl  h\ 

ihe  \lolore\ele  Induslrs  Council 

This  reprcsenls  a cam  ol  169,206,  or  20. 7C 
Irom  ihe  OC.s  sales  totals. 

The  estimated  retail  value  ol  the  sales  for 
l^'o  IS  SI. 2 19, 1 57, 000,  a gam  of  S I S 1 ,963,000, 
representing.!  17.5'(  increase  lor  the  vear. 

On  the  wholesale  level,  the  price  sold  to 
ilc.ilersO .!).h.  point  of  maiuilaclure  or  point  ol 
enirv,  the  sales  amounted  to  5945,142,000,  up 
is.5'7.  I'r  5147,373,000  estimated  stiles,  Irom 

I'i's  lot.lls. 

\1I(  s reptirt  breaks  down  the  sales  on  .i 
month-bv -month,  sttite-bv -st.ite  basis,  and 
somp.ires  sales  st.itistics  .iccording  to  engine 
displacement,  ol'f-ritad,  on-road,  and 
combination,  and  by  2-stroke,  4-stroke,  and 
other  engine  types. 

In  a subsequent  report.  MIC  statistics  show 
iliat  the  number  of  units  sold  in  .Itinuary,  1977, 
"9,971,  exceeds  the  ntimber  sold  in  .Itinuary, 
|9"n,  bv  31,017  units,  a gam  ol  63-4'7  lor  the 
month  comp.ired  to  the  s.iiiie  permd  .i  yetir 
prior.  This  is  the  largest  number  ol  units  sold 
since  October,  1976,  when  96,060  were 
mtirketed.  The  v alue  of  January's  s.iles  on  the 
wholesale  level  were  551,573,000,  up  72.69?- 
from  the  same  month  in  the  prior  year,  and  on 
the  retail  level,  there  were  estimated  at 
5103,716.000,  up  70.4%.  Both  of  these  figures 
are  higher  than  October,  1976,  which  would 
indicate  either  higher  prices  or  higher-priced 
bikes  being  put  on  the  market. 


MTA  doesn’t  feel  Harley  parts 
ads  anything  too  exciting 

Alexandria,  Va.  — The  Motorcycle  Trades 
•\ssocialion  is  not  lining  up  alongside  those 
.iltermarket  suppliers  who  feel  M.irley 
IDavidsoiTs  “other  people’s  parts”  ads  are 
“derog.itorv  to  the  industry.” 

1 he  evecutive  tlircclor  of  MT,\,  (Jarv 
I hioncberry,  has  lold  mdiislrv  le.uleis  .iiul 
M 1 .\  members  th.it  the  111)  .uls,  which  .ippe.il 
to  purists  to  use  onlv  HI)  replacement  parts, 
are  “head  on,  hard  hitting,  no  holds  barred 
competition.”  but  Throneberry  said  he 
disagreed  with  a trade  publication  editor  who 
called  the  HD  program  “a  kick  in  the  crotch.” 

Throneberry  said  he  felt,  personally,  that 
HD  has  a right  to  fight  for  brand 
identification,  and  that  other  aftermarket 
manulayturers  have  a similar  right  to  convince 
HD  owners  that  their  replacement  parts  are 
just  as  good  as  the  original  equipment. 
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Barry  Sheene  pushes  for  U S.  'start  money' 

Start  money  would  get  more 
international  riders 

Ihn  lmni  licadi.  I la,  — I lie  spcclrc  ol 
“si, II  I"  moiiev  hung  over  the  D.iv  lon.i  2tH)  this 
vear,  .is  B.irrv  Sheene,  5(lt)cc  world  champion, 
complained  that  D.iyton.i  wouldn't  pad  his 
pockets. 

Interviewed  bv  John  Bethea,  editor  ol 
Miiiorcvilc  lyviklv.  Sheene  said  that  as  the 
world  champion,  he  gets  about  51,400''  to 
.ilteiul  .111  event.  “II  D.ivlona  paid  start  monev. 

I think  I would  w.iiit  lo  rule  there  much  more.’’ 
he  s.iid  .IS  he  |omcil  I t.ily's  fi lacomo  -Agostini 
111  skipping  the  r.iees  because  ol  the  st.irt 
monev . or  l.ick  of  it. 

Sheene  s.iid  that  all  (iraiul  IVix  even 
required  by  the  MM  to  give  “each  .ind 
starter  .i  set  iimounl  in  start  money 
amOLing  ranges  according  lo  the  pc 
experience  and  drawing  power."  Sheen 
America  is  “behind  the  rest  of  the  world 
It  comes  to  piiying  start  money.  ,\t 
international  events,  he  noted,  the  st;iri  i 
isn’t  rec|uired  “hut  negotiations  betweei] 
anil  promoter  still  occur  and  it  helps  llnj 
gel  Irom  one  event  lo  the  next." 

In  Vene/uel.i,  where  Sheene  and  A 
started  their  1977  sea.sons,  Agostmo  repi^^Hy 
.isked  for  .ind  received  59.001)  “just  ty 
up,"  according  lo  Bclhe.i.  “Let's  lace 
quotes  Sheene  .is  saying,  “this  is  .i  busin 

or  course,  the  attitude  of  the 
promoters  in  -America  is  that  the  in 
there  to  be  won,  “II  these  guys  tire  conli 
their  skills,  all  they  have  to  do  to  coll 
win  dll  I he  A mei  ic.i  n circuil ,"  said  one. 


Dealernews  studied  by  pos| 
authorities  for  ad  ratio 

Gardena.  Cali/.  — i his  post  office 
has  asked  the  United  Sttites  F^ostal  Ser 
a ruling  as  lo  whether  or  not  .\f(i 
D e a I e r n e le  ,v  , published  b ; 
William/Lawrencc  Corporation,  has 
the  provisions  under  which  it  is  made 
controlled  circulation  postal  rales. 

According  to  Keith  Smith,  c 
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(lardena's  controlled  circul.ilion  dep.irlmeiil. 
the  J.inti.iry  .ind  I ebrutirv  issues  were 
forw  .irded  lo  postal  officuils  to  determine  if  the 
two  issues  exceeded  the  75' - tilKnv.ible 
,ulv  erl isiiu'  ciinleni  \fter  .iniilher  posial 
ollici.il,  I’.iul  I iploii  i>l  llic  Inglewood  Ui.hkIi, 
received  .in  e.irlier  ruling  lel.ilive  lo  ihe 
"proilucis"  seclion,  the  mailers  lor  I he 

illiam  l.iwrence  C iirpor.ilion  m.irked  up 
the  Lebru.iry  issue  so  th.il  only  12'-  i>l  the  issue 
was  show  n to  be  “non-tidverlising." 

However,  an  official  with  the  U S I’-istai 
Serv  ice  in  W .ishinglon,  D.C  .,  said  that 
“product  releases"  ,ire  not  now  cimsidered 
advertising;  il  so,  .ipproximalely  lOO'','  of  the 
content  ol  Matnrcwle  Prtulin!  Ai-uv  would 
h.ive  lo  be  classilied  as  .idveriising,  Lu 
example,  and  there  are  other  publications  in 
other  fields  which  carrv  product  rcle.ises 
exclusiv  cly . 

Nevertheless,  according  lo  Smith,  the 
Lebruary  issue  ol  Ih'idenuaw,  even  counting 
the  product  releases  as  editorial,  vv.is  so  close 
to  the  limit  that  he  fell  he  should  ask 
authorities  for  a second  ruling. 

The  75‘T,-259?  requirement  was  esl.iblished 
so  that  trade  publications  could  mtiil  Iheir 
issues  under  a l.ix-subsidi/ed  r.ile  structure, 
under  the  concept  th.it  industries  need  .i  strong 
trade  press.  ,-\  75'?  .idvertising  allivwance  was 


Helmets  lower  hearing  risk, 
help  riders  hear  warnings 

Sah  I.akv  Cilv.  I /ah  — Motorcycle  helmets 
significantly  lower  the  long  term  risk  of 
hearing  damage  from  wind  noise  and  engine 
noise  and  enhance  a rider's  ability  to  detect 
sirens  .ind  other  warning  signals,  .iccording  lo 
an  engineering  study  just  compleled  by  the 
U niversiiy  of  Utah. 

The  researchers  found  that  most  noise 
experienced  by  riders  of  quiet  motorcycles  is 
from  air  How  around  the  he.id.  By  reducing 
this  noise,  ihe  helmels  make  il  e.isier  for  the 
wearer  to  distinguish  w.irning  signals  m irallic, 

1- urthermore.  he, ivy  users  of  bikes  may  be 
threatened  with  hearing  loss. 

A reciirileil  police  siren  w.is  used  m ihe  noise 
1 1 .1  iisiii ission  loss  lesls  coilducleil  bv  Dr 
Willi.im  N’.in  Mom  hem  .iiul  Kevin  I’ 
Shepherd,  .i  rese.irch  ;issoci.ile  in  .icousiics 
The  tests  were  conducted  at  speeds  ranging 
from  20  lo  60  miles  per  hour.  They  showed 
that  the  noise  intensity  at  a biker's  ear  dropped 
approximately  20  decibels  when  a helmet  was 
worn. 

“Under  no  circumstances  did  the  helmet  put 
its  wearer  at  a disadvantage  with  respect  to 
detecting  warning  signals,”  said  Dr.  Van 
Moorhem. 


MotorcyAe  Head  Injuries 
Maryland  Department  of  Traffic  Safety 

May  5,  1977 


This  represents  a two-year  period  of  study  from  January  of 
1973  to  December  of  1975.  What  we're  dealing  with  is  only  serious 
injuries  and  deaths;  we're  not  dealing  with  minor  injuries  because 
this  is  the  Maryland  Institute  for  Emergency  Medical  Patient  Pro- 
files, which  is,  of  course,  our  shock  trauma  unit  at  the  University 
of  Maryland  Hospital  in  Baltimore.  The  two  overall  profiles  include 
those  that  died  at  the  shock  trauma  unit  and  then,  everyone  at  the 
shock  trauma  unit.  Those  that  died  are  a white  male  who  is  25.2 
years  of  age  who  most  likely  has  a head  injury  and  who  most  likely 
died  during  the  period  from  8:00  p.m.  to  midnight.  That's  the 
greatest  frequency.  Forty-two  percent  were  head  injuries,  35 
percent  died  between  8:00  p.m.  and  midnight,  which  goes  along  with 
the  data  that's  been  released  before  because  the  motorcycle  itself 
tends  to  be  an  invisible  vehicle  even  during  the  daytime.  At  night 
it  becomes  much  more  suspect.  If  we  add  the  two  mini-bike  deaths 
that  occurred  to  that,  it  lowers  the  age.  One  was  eight  and  one 
was  fourteen.  It  still  only  lowers  the  average  of  our  profile  to 
24.1,  which  gives  us  an  indication  that  the  most  likely  person 
killed  is  not  going  to  be  the  one  16  to  18.  That's  certainly  not 
what's  happening  over  a two-year  period. 

What  I figured  out  based  on  my  data  is  that  you're  only 
addressing  13%  of  the  population  by  requiring  those  under  18  to 
wear  helmets.  Eighty-seven  percent  of  the  population  would  not  be 
affected. 

Now,  the  profile  of  the  alive,  those  that  survived,  again 
we're  dealing  with  the  white  male,  again  the  age  is  24.9  for  just 
those  who  are  licensed.  If  you  add  the  13,  there  were  13  under  16 
that  were  involved  in  various  types  of  mini-bike  accidents,  then 
the  age  is  25.3.  The  most  likely  injury,  it  changes  a little  bit, 
is  musculoskeletal,  with  34  percent.  Head  drops  to  25  percent  in 
those  who  survived.  With  some  sort  of  protection,  as  long  as  the 
head  isn't  damaged,  we  can  do  almost  any  kind  of  repair  with  the 
body  as  long  as  it  isn't  the  head.  Above  the  neck  we  have  a little 
problem,  so  in  the  serious  injuries,  and  I'll  give  you  the  whole 
list  of  these  because  they  are  interesting.  You  hear  a lot  of 
discussion  about  neck  injuries.  Neck  injuries  are  relatively 
insignificant  both  in  the  dead  and  in  the  ones  who  survive  in 
shock  trauma.  It's  the  last  of  the  listed  and  it's  listed  together 
with  serious  facial  injuries  and  together  they  only  add  up  to  9 
percent.  Musculoskeletal  is  34  percent;  head  or  central  nervous 
system  is  25  percent;  abdomin/pelvis  serious  injuries  is  18  percent; 
thorax  is  14  percent;  and  face  and  neck  combined  is  9 percent.  We 
find  a shift  in  the  seriously  injured,  it  may  well  be  that  the 
seriously  injured  that  are  surviving  are  seriously  injured  between 
4:00  p.m.  and  8:00  p.m.,  which  as  you  remember  was  the  second 
category  for  the  dead.  This  may  have  something  to  do  with  the  fact 
that  in  most  cases  we're  dealing  with  a far  more  populated  highway 
system  and  there  may  well  have  been  treatment  earlier.  We  don't 
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knov.  Lha^,  v.’e  don't  know  why  this  is  occurring,  but  the  shift  is  in 
the  seriously  injured.  Thirty  percent  are  injured  between  4:00 
p.m.  and  8:00  p.m.;  25  percent  are  injured  between  8:00  p.m.  and 
midnight  and  21  percent  are  injured  from  midnight  to  6:00  a.m. 

That  leaves  only  22  percent  for  the  other  ten  hour  period  from  6:00 
a.m.  to  4:00  p.m.  So  during  ten  hours  only  22  percent  are  injured 
or  killed  and  the  others  are  all  killed  in  evening  and  dark  hours. 

We're  dealing  with  155  subjects  over  a 3 year  period.  Now  I have 
some  cost  data  which  you  might  find  interesting.  This  gets  interesting 
here.  We  had  over  the  three-year  period,  1,588  days  as  a result  of 
motorcycle  accidents  in  our  shock  trauma  unit  at  a cost  of  $650 
per  day.  That  gives  us  a total  if  we  extend  it  over  that  three- 
year  period,  of  $1,320,200  for  treatment  of  accidents  or  injuries 
on  motorcycles.  Now,  we  have  a helmet  law.  We'll  get  to  what  it's 
going  to  cost  us  without  a helmet  law.  That  averages  out  to  529 

days  per  year  and  the  cost  per  year  would  be  $343,850,  January  1 of 

'72  to  December  of  '73.  We  have  a central  tendency  that  indicates 
the  older  the  person  gets,  the  more  likely  he  is  to  spend  more  time 

in  shock  trauma.  In  other  words,  they  don't  heal  as  fast.  So  as 

you  get  into  your  higher  ages,  you  tend  to  spend  a little  longer 
time  there.  If  the  individual  cannot  pay  this,  then  society  has  to 
pay  it.  There's  no  other  way  it's  going  to  get  paid.  If  a guy's 
out  there  on  a motorcycle  and  gets  himself  hurt,  then  somebody's 
got  to  pay  it  and  it  still  costs  $650  a day.  I've  taken  this 
information  based  on  1975  data  using  an  average  of  529  days  per 
year,  and  I went  to  1977  and  say  okay,  let's  say  we  take  away  the 
helmet  law  and  in  1977  if  we  have  only  a 10  percent  increase  in 
injuries,  the  529  days  goes  to  582  days  and  it  goes  from  a cost  of 
$343,000  to  a cost  of  $408,564.  Now,  if  we  do  the  same  thing  and 
we  become  more  realistic,  the  estimates  are  that  we're  going  to 
have  anywhere  from  a 40  percent  to  50  percent  increase  in  serious 
injury  and  death  without  a helmet  law,  then  we're  talking  of  going 
from  $343,000  to  over  a half  a million.  At  40  percent  it  would  be 
$520,182.  That  is  with  no  increase  from  $650  a day.  Just  for  our 
one  shock  trauma  unit.  We're  not  talking  about  any  injuries  in  any 
other  hospitals.  If  you  add  8 percent  inflation,  and  we  know 
hospitals  have  been  averaging  about  15%,  in  1977  the  per  day  cost 
would  go  to  $702  instead  of  $650.  By  1980  the  cost  per  day  will  be 
$885  and  that's  only  with  8 percent  inflation. 

The  shock  trauma  unit  gave  me  this  estimate  of  what  it  would  cost 
per  day  in  the  unit.  The  unit  is  a highly  sophisticated  unit  which 
is  for  treating  shock  and  trauma  patients  who  are  near  death  or  are 
very  seriously  injured.  This  would  be  all  of  the  costs  incurred. 

There  are  staff  costs,  medical  treatment,  specialized  treatment, 
for  instance  the  machinery,  and  this  sort  of  thing.  That's  just  an 
average . 

If  they  have  Blue  Shield  and  major  medical,  then  it  would  pick 
up  that  cost.  Unfortunately,  the  Blue  Shield  people  indicate  that 
the  age  groups  of  20  to  25  are  the  most  likely  age  group  not  to 
have  Blue  Shield  or  Blue  Cross. 
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All  I'm  talkin^g  al/out  is  the  cinerycncy  raedical  care  for  serious 
and  fatal  injuries.  When  we  start  getting  into  rehabilitative  care 
that's  not  done  in  the  shock  trauma  unit.  As  soon  as  they  can 
leave  the  shock  trauma  unit  they're  sent  to  another  hospital  or 
another  wing.  They're  never  kept  there  beyond  their  stability. 

Of  the  155  that  were  treated  at  the  shock  trauma  unit  in  a 
three-year  period  82.2  percent  survived.  Now  that's  an  outstanding 
survival  rate.  The  shock  trauma  unit  is  geared  to  get  them  to 
live.  Now,  the  subsequent ...  unfortunately  we  have  no  way  of 
following  up  these  people  beyond  the  shock  trauma.  Now  I do  have  a 
coded  list  of  prognoses  that  the  doctors  use  and  I've  never  been 
able  to  break  that  code  down  because  I don't  have  the  right  book 
and  it  would  take  forever.  There  are  lists  and  lists  of  these 
numbers  that  are  coded  so  that  any  doctor  later  on  can  look  and  see 
what  kind  of  treatment  he  got  and  what  the  prognosis  was.  But  to 
follow  these  people  would  take  a tremendous  amount  of  analysis  and 
I haven't  done  that  so  I can't  tell  you  how  many  of  them  were 
permanently  injured,  how  many  of  them  were  crippled,  how  many  of 
them  were  vegetables,  I just  have  no  way  of  knowing.  Seventeen 
and  two-tenths  percent  died,  which  is  not  a high  death  rate  con- 
sidering the  amount  of  injuries  these  people  get  when  they're 
brought  to  the  unit.  They're  not  brought  to  the  unit  unless  they 
are  very  seriously  injured.  One-hundred-and-forty-f ive  males 
and  ten  were  females.  One-hundred-and-f orty-eight  of  them  were 
white,  seven  were  black.  That  is  not  consistent  with  our  licensing 
pattern. 

The  licensing  pattern  indicates  about  15  percent  are  female 
licensed  and  about  24  percent  are  black. 

The  wild  guys  are  the  white  males.  There  isn't  any  question 
about  it.  It  is  so  overwhelming  in  this  data. 

The  potential  here  is  staggering  for  the  amount  of  the  loss. 

The  societal  loss  is  potentially  tremendous  if  we  take  away  helmets, 
because  there's  almost  a guarantee  that  you're  going  to  get  a 40 
percent  to  50  percent  increase  in  serious  injuries  and  deaths  on 
motorcycles. 

I've  seen  data  that  indicate  20  percent.  But  that's  not 
enough  data  yet  for  me  to  say  20  percent.  Because  really  you  have 
a residual  time  of  probably  six  months  to  a year  before  people  who 
would  take  their  helmets  off  will.  As  they  get  careless  or  lazy 
about  wearing  the  helmit  or  carrying  it  someplace,  it  takes  awhile 
to  get  rid  of  that  habit.  It's  a good  habit.  When  you  have  a 
habit  you  just .keep  on  doing  it.  Now,  you  pretty  much  have  to  make 
a conscious  effort  to  break  the  habit.  That's  why  it's  difficult 
to  say  after  six  months  or  so  of  not  having  helmet  laws  that's 
what  it's  going  to  be.  If  it's  really  20  percent  in  six  months 
I'm  really  worried  about  what  it's  going  to  be  in  18  months. 


Steve  Versace 
301-768-7278 

108 


APPENDIX  D 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 


109 


HRTMET  BIBLIOGRZ^PHY 


A.B.A.T.E.  of  New  York.  1977  ABATE  REPORT  FOR  THE  REPEAL  OF  NEW  YORK 
STATE'S  MANDATORY  HELMET  LAW.  AJjDany,  N.Y.  n.d. 

Anerican  National  Standards  Institute,  Inc,  SPECIFICATIONS  FOR 

PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR  FOR  ^TEHICULAR  USERS,  New  york,  N.Y. 

1971.  10  pages, 

Airerican  National  Standards  Institute,  Inc.  SPECIFICATIONS  FOR 

PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR  FOR  VEHICUIAR  USERS.  New  York,  N.Y. 

1972. 

American  IVtedical  Association.  CONFERENCE  REPORT::  LLEDICAL  ASPECTS 

OF  HEAD  PROTECTTON  FOR  CYCLISTS.  (Ap^il  14,1977;  Washington 
D.C.  ) Chicago,  Illinois,  May  10,  1977, 

American  Motorcycle  Association.  AMERICAN  MTTORCYCLE  ASSOCIATION 
TESTIMONY . Subcommittee  on  Surface  Transportation. 

Testimony  in  Support  of  H.R.  3869.  September  18,  1975. 

American  Mbtorcycle  Association  Sta.tement  in  response  to  the 

National  Committee  on  Uniform  Traffic  Laws  and  Ordinances 
Agenda  Item.  No.  77  - Repeal  Use  Requirement  for 
Motorcyc le  He Imet s , n.d. 

Bothwell,  Peter  W.  SAFETY  TECHNICAL  DESIGN  OF  THE  MOTORCYCLE, 

MOTORCYCLE  HELMETS  AND  CLOTHING  IN  RELATION  TO  EXPERI- 
MENTAL CRASH  TESTS.  Presented  at  the  Second  International 
Congress  on  Autcmotive  Safety.  San  Francisco,  California 
July  16-18,  1973, 

Brown,  Dayton  T.,  Inc.  VERIFICATION  OF  TEST  PROCEDURES  FOR 

RULEMAKING  - MOTORCYCLE  HEADGEAR.  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Admini- 
stration. Washington,  D.C.  1972.  167  pages. 

Buchanan,  Lewis  S.;  Donald  C.  Bischoff;  and  Henri  A.  Richardson.  A 

PRELIMINARY  ANALYSIS  OF  SAFETY  HELMET  EFFECTIVENESS.  Presented 
at  the  Second  International  Congress  on  Autcmotive  Safety. 

San  Francisco,  California.  July  16-18,  1973. 

Buchanan,  Lewis  S.  TZU3KING  PAPER  - MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  HELMETS. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Adiministration . Washington,  D.C. 

December  6,  1976. 

Congressional  Record.  CCM’ULSORY  HELMET  LAWS  RAISE  CONSTITUTIONZ\L 
QUESTION.  Vol.  121,  No.  128.  September  4,  1975. 

Cycle.  WHERE  THE  HAT  IS  AT.  Vol.  10,  No.  2.  March,  1976. 

Cycle  Age.  NEW  LAW  HELMET  AND  FUNDS.  1976 


110 


Drysdale,  Walter  F.  M.D.  et  al.  INJURY  PATTERNS  IN  MOTORCYCLE 
COLLISIONS.  School  of  Medicine,  University  of  California 
at  Davis.  March  1974. 

Gillies,  Neil.  PERFORMANCE  OF  CRASH  HEIMETS  IN  NEW  SOUTH  WALES. 
Department  of  Motor  Transport.  1976.  26  pages. 

Gordon,  Stephen  L.,  Ph.D.  and  James  L.  Prince.  VISUAL  FIELD  WITH 

AND  WITHOUT  MOTORCYCLE  HEIMETS.  - DRAFT:  NOT  FOR  DISTRIBUTION. 
U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration.  Washington,  D.C.  August  1975.  23  pages 

Halverson,  Rich.  GRAPHIC  STUDY  OF  MOQXDRCYCLE  ACCIDENT  STATISTICS  IN 
PENNA.  M.A.U.L.  ( now  ABATE)  , Sharon  Hill,  PA.  August, 1976. 

Hemmerling,  Peter  M.  KNOWLEDGE  AND  ATTITUDES  AS  PREDICTIONS  OF 
MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  HELMET  USAGE:  A REGRESSION  ANALYSIS. 

Southern  Illinois  Universtiy.  Carbondale,  Illinois.  1975 
73  pages. 

Hight,  Philip  V.,  et  al.  INJURY  MECHANISMS  IN  MOTORCYCLE  COLLISIONS. 
Proceedings  of  the  Seventeenth  Conference  of  the  American 
Association  for  Autcmotive  Medicine.  Lake  Bluff,  Illinois. 
1973. 

Hodgson,  Voight  R.  HEAD  INJURY.  School  of  Medicine,  Wayne  State 
University. 

Honda  Driving  Safety  Premotion  Center.  HEIMETS  FOR  MOTORCYCLISTS. 

Honda,  LTS.  Tokyo,  Japan.  1972. 

Illinois  Department  of  Transportation.  STATEMENT  OF  THE  STATE  OF 

ILLINOIS  ESf  RESPONSE  TO  THE  HIGHWAY  SAFETY  SANCTION  HEARING. 
Springfield,  Illi>^ois.  1975. 

Illinois  Department  of  Transportation.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  ILLINOIS 
MOTORCYCLE  HEIMET  USE  SURVEY.  September  30,  1975. 

Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety.  fOTORCYCLISTS  WAGE 
ANTI-HEIMET  DRIVE.  September  15,1975. 

Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety.  STATUS  REPORT.  Volume  8. 

Jan. -Dec.  1973.  Washington,  D.C.  Collection  of  all  1973 
issues  of  Status  Reporb. 

Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety.  STATUS  REPORT.  Volume  9. 

Jan. -Dec.  1974.  Washington,  D.C.  Collection  of  1974  issues 
of  Status  Report. 

Japanese  Council  of  Traffic  Science,  The.  MOTORCYCLE  ACCIDENT  AND 
HELMET.  1973. 

Maryland  Motor  Vehicle  Administration.  A REVIEW  OF  CCNETjICTING  REPORTS 
CONCERN  TNG  THE  SAFETY  OF  MOTORCYCLE  HEIMETS.  Glen  Bumie, 
Maryland.  December,  1976. 

Medical  Journal  of  Australia,  reprinted  from  the.  CRASH  HEIMETS 
REDUCE  HEAD  INJURIES.  1973.  2:806  (October  27) 


111 


Michigan  State  Traffic  Safety  CaTmis=;ion.  STATH^ENT  OPPOSING  REPEAL 
OF  THE  MICHIGAN  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  LAW.  September  15,  1976. 

Motorcycle  Industry  Council.  POSITION  ON  MOTORCYCLE  HEILMET  USE. 

Newport  Beach,  California.  April  7,  1976. 

Nakamura,  Norio  Professor.  THE  ROLE  OF  HELMETS  IN  MOTORCYCLE 
ACCIDENTS.  Presented  at  the  Second  International  Congress 
on  Automotive  Safety.  San  Francisco,  California.  July  16-18 
1973. 

Nebraska  Department  of  Roads,  Safety  Division.  A STUDY  OF  MOTORCYCLE 
ACCIDENTS  IN  NEBRASKA.  Lincoln,  Nebraska.  January,  1975. 

New  Jersey  Division  of  Motor  Vehicles.  MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  HELMET 
EFFECTIVENESS  STUDY,  1965-1975.  January,  1977. 

Newman,  James  A.  THE  PROTECTIVE  VZiLUE  OF  CONTEMPORARY  MOTORCYCLE 
HELMET'S.  University  of  Ottawa,  Ottawa,  Canada.  1974. 

Newman,  James  A.  and  Webster,  Gary  D.  THE  MECHANICS  OF  PDTORCYCLE 
ACCIDENTS.  Proceedings  of  the  18th  Conference  of  the  American 
Association  for  Automotive  Medicine  (September  1974) 

Lake  Bluff;  Illinois.  1974. 

Robertson,  Leon  S.  AN  INSTANCE  OF  EFFECTIVE  LEGAL  REGULATION: 
MOTORCYCLISTS  HELMET  AND  DAYTIME  HEADLAMP  LAWS.  Insurance 
Institute  for  Highway  Safety.  Washington,  D.C.  1976.  40  pages. 

Robertson,  Leon  S.,  Ph.D.  MOTORCYCLES  HELMET  AND  DAYTIME  USE  LAWS: 
EFFECTS  CN  USE  AND  FATALITIES.  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway 
Safety.  Washington,  D.C.  1975  19  pages. 

Safety  Helmet  Council  of  America.  HCW  TO  SELECT  A PROTECTIVE  HELMET. 
Traffic  Safety.  n.d. 

Scanlone,  Albert  A.  and  Dayton  T.  Brown.  DEVELOPMENTS  IN  MOTORCYCLE 
HELMET  TESTING  AND  THEIR  EFFORTS  ON  FUTURE  DESIOLS . Presented 
at  the  Second  International  Congress  on  Automotive  Safety. 

San  Francisco,  California.  July  16-18,  1973. 

Snively,  George  G. , M.D.  STANDARD  FOR  PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR  1975. 

Snell  Memorial  Foundation.  Sacramento,  California. 

Status  Report.  INJURED  IDAHO  MOTORCYCLIST  SUPPORTS  HELMET  LAWS. 
June  7,  1976. 

Status  Report.  ATTORNEYS  CITE  DANGERS  OF  HELMET  LAW  REPEAL. 

June  7,  1976. 

Status  Report.  SAFETY  CHIEF  PREDICTS  HELMET  LAW  REPEALS. 

March  3,  1976. 

Status  Report.  SOUTH  DAKOTA  REPEALS  HELMET  USE  LAW.  March  19,  1976. 

Traffic  Digest  and  Review.  PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR  FOR  MOTORCYCLISTS. 

July,  1969 


112 


Traffic  Safety.  IF  YOU  RIDE,  YOU  DECIDE,  and  HEUVET  LA5^  SAVE  LIVES. 
April,  1976. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  A lyOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  HELMET 
National  Highwav  Traffic  Safety  A±ninistration. 

Washington  D.C.  1974.  35  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  A MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  HELMET 
STUDY.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 

Washington,  D.C.  March,  1974.  38  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  CONGRESS  PROCEEDINGS  OF  THE 

SECOND  INTERNATIONAL  CONGRESS  ON  AUTOMOTIVE  SAFETY.  Volume  1, 

Parts  1 and  2,  MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY.  National  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Advisory  Ccranittee.  (National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration.)  San  Firancisco,  California.  July  16-18,  1973. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  EFFECT  OF  SAFETY  HELMETS  ON 
AUDITORY  CAPABILITY.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration.  September,  1975.  16  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY 
STANDARDS  AND  REGULATIONS:  MOTORCYCLE  HELMETS.  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington,  D.C. 

1974. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  FIELD  OF  VIEW  WITH  AND  WITHOUT 

MOTORCYCLE  HELMETS.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 
Washington,  D.C.  1975  23  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  FOR  YOUR  INFORMATION  CONCERNING 
FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  NO.  218:  MOTORCYCLE 
HEIMETS.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 

Washington,  D.C. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  HEIMETS,  MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY 

RIDER  CHARACTERISTICS,  HEADLAMP  USAGE,  ETC.  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administrat-ion.  Washington,  D.C.  1976. 

U.S.  Denartment  of  Transportation.  LAWS  REQUIRING  HELMETS  AND  EYE 

PROTECTION  FOR  MOTORCYCLISTS.  Traffic  Laws  Conmentary , Volume  1, 

No.  4.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 

Washington,  D.C.  1972.  13  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  MOTORCYCLE  HEIMETS.  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington,  D.C. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  MTORCYCLE  SAFETY.  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington,  D.C. 

A program  memorandum.  November  1976.  65  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  - THE  CASE 

FOR  HEIMETT  USE.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administ-'^ation. 
Washington,  D.C.  February  1976. 


113 


U.S.  Departnent  of  Transportation.  NEWS  re:  Michigan/I llinois 

Heliret  Use  Study.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 
Washington,  D.C.  May  14,  1974. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  PERFORMANCE  REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
MOTORCYCLIST  HELJ4ETS.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration.  Washington,  D.C.  1970. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  REVIEW  OF  CRITIQUE  OF  MOTORCYCLE 
SAFETY  HEmET  STUDY  IN  ROAD  RIDER  MAGAZINE.  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Memorandum.  January  31,  1975. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  STAFF  MEMORANDUM  ON  THE  ANALYSIS 
OF  MOTORCYCLE  FATAL  CRASEffiS  IN  ILLINOIS,  MICHIGAN,  OKLAHCMA, 

AND  KANSAS  1966-1970.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration.  Washington,  D.C.  1970. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transpoirtation.  STAFF  MEMORANDUM  ON  THE  AISALYSIS 
OF  FATAL  MOTORCYCLE  CRASHES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  1966-1970. 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington, 

D.C.  1970. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  S^AFF  MEMORANDUM  ON  THE 

CONSTITUTIONAL  QUESTION  PRESENTED  BY  STATE  MOTORCYCLE  HEADGEAR 
REQUIREMENTS.  National  Highway  Safety  Administration. 

Washington,  D.C.  January  1972. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  STAET  MEMORANDUM  ON  THE 

CONSTITUTIONAL  QUESTION  PRESENTED  BY  STATE  MOTOR^CLE  EIEADGEAR 
REQUIREJyiENTS . National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 
Wa'^hington,  D.C.  December,  1976.  20  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  STAIT  MEMORANDUM  THE 

PRELIMINARY  STUDY  RESULTS  OF  A REVIEW  OF  SAFETY  HELMET  USAGE 
AND  NECK  INJURY  IN  MOTORCYCLE  ACCIDENTS.  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington,  D.C.  June  1974. 

12  pages. 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  SUMMARY  OF  COVIMENTS:  PROPOSED 

MdOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD  MOTORCYCLE  HELMETS  (Docket  No.  72-6, 
Notice  No.  1 ) National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 
Washington,  D.C. 

Versace,  Steve,  MOTORCYCLE  HEAD  INJURIES.  Maryland  Depa'^tment  of 
Traffic  Safety.  May  5,  1977. 


114 


ARTICLE  BIBLIOGRAPHY 


HELMETS 


ADDRESS  TO  THE  NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION. 
Washington,  D.C.  July  9,  1976. 

ALASKA  SENATE  BILL  NO.  666  June  22  , 1976 

AMERICAN  MOTORCYCLE  ASSOCIATION  STATEMENT  IN  RESPONSE  TO  THE 

NATIONAL  COMMITTEE  ON  UNIFORM  TRAFFIC  LAWS  AND  ORDINANCES. 

AGENDA  ITEM  NO.  77  - REPEAL  USE  REQUIREMENT  FOR  MOTORCYCLE 
HELMETS.  n.d. 

AMERICAN  MOTORCYCLE  ASSOCIATION  TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION.  September  18,  1975. 

AMERICAN  NATIONAL  STANDARD  SPECIFICATIONS  FOR  PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR. 

FOR  VEHICULAR  USERS:  2290.1  - 1971.  Source  not  identified. 

A PRACTICAL  CASE  AGAINST  HELMET  LAWS.  A Brotherhood  Against 

Totalitarian  Enactments.  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin.  January  1977. 

ARIZONA  SENATE  BILL  NO.  1075.  Senate  Bill  1075.  1976. 

ATTORNEYS  CITE  DANGERS  OF  HELMET  LAW  REPEAL.  Status  Report. 

June  7,  1976. 

CENLA  MOTORCYCLE  TRAFFIC  EXPERIENCE.  1975.  AMA . Dr.  Dwyer. 
Alexandria,  Virginia.  September,  1976. 

COMPULSORY  HELMET  LAWS  RAISE  CONSTITUTIONAL  QUESTION.  Congressional 
Record . Volume  121,  No.  128.  September  4,  1975. 

CONNECTICUT  SENATE  BILL  NO.  456.  June  1,  1976. 

CRASH  HELMETS  REDUCE  HEAD  INJURIES.  Reprinted  from  the  Medical 
Journal  of  Australia,  1973,  2:  806.  October  27. 

DOT  URGED  TO  PREVENT  HELMET  REPEAL  LAWS.  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety.  December  13,1976. 

FOR  YOUR  INFORMATION  CONCERNING  FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE  SAFETY  STANDARD 
NO.  218:  MOTORCYCLE  HELMETS.  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation. 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington ,D .C . 

HEAD  INJURY.  Voight  R.  Hodgson.  School  of  Medicine.  Wayne  State 
University . 

HELMET  REPEAL.  Maryland  Transportation  Federation.  December  1976. 

HELMET  REPEAL  FACT  SHEET.  Tony  SanFelipo.  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin. 

HELMETS  LOWER  HEARING  RISK,  HELP  RIDERS  HEAR  WARNINGS. 

Motorcycle  Industry.  May,  1977. 


HOW  TO  SELECT  A PROTECTIVE  HELMET.  Safety  Helmet  Council  of  America. 
Traffic  Safety. 


115 


IF  YOU  RIDE,  YOU  DECIDE  and  HELMET  LAWS  SAVE  LIVES.  Traffic  Safety. 
April,  1976. 

INJURED  IDAHO  MOTORCYCLIST  SUPPORTS  HELMET  LAWS.  Status  Report. 

June  7 , 1976. 

INQUIRY  CONCERNING  HELMET  LAWS.  American  Mo^-orcYCle  Association. 

October  22,  1976. 

IOWA  SENATE  FILE  85.  July  1,  1976. 

KANSAS  HOUSE  BILL  NO.  2353.  March  23,  1976. 

LOUISIANA  HOUSE  BILL  389,  HELMETS.  August  5,  1976. 

MANDATORY  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  LAW.  Virginia  Position  Paper. 

November  15,  1976. 

MANDATORY  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  LEGISLATION.  International  Association 
of  Chiefs  of  Police.  1971. 

MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT  UPHOLDS  HELMET  LAW.  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety.  February,  1977. 

MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  LEGISLATION  - 1973.  International  Association  of 
Chiefs  of  Police.  September  26,  1973. 

MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  -HELMETS.  John  Snow.  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration.  December,  1976. 

MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  - THE  CASE  FOR  HELMET  USE.  U.S.  Department  of 

Transportation.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration. 
Washington,  D.C.  February,  1976. 

MOTORCYCLIST  HELMET  AND  DAYTIME  HEADLAMP  USE  LAWS:  EFFECT  ON  USE 
AND  FATALITIES.  Leon  S.  Robertson.  Insurance  Institute 
for  Highway  Safety.  Washington,  D.C.  November  1975. 

MOTORCYCLISTS  WAGE  ANTI-HELMET  DRIVE.  Insurance  Institute  for 
Highway  Safety.  September  15,  1975. 

NEW  LAW  ON  HELMETS  AND  FUNDS.  Cycle  Age.  1976. 

OFF  WITH  THEIR  HELMETS!  ZELLER  BACKS  CYCLISTS'  PLEA.  Evening 
Chronical . Allentown,  Pa.  March  11,  1977. 

OKLAHOMA  HOUSE  BILL  NO.  1849.  May  3,  1976. 

ON  YOUR  HEAD.  Allan  Girdler.  Cycle  World.  April  1977. 

POSTITION  ON  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  USE.  Motorcycle  Tndustry  Council 
Newport  Beach,  California.  Ap^-il  7 , 1976  . 

PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR  FOR  MOTORCYCLISTS.  Traffic  Digest  & Review 
July,  1969. 

RASOR  TO  REPRESENT  AMA  IN  HELMET  LAW  STUDY.  News  Release. 

American  Motorcycle  Association.  February,  1975. 


116 


REVIEW  OF  CRITIQUE  OF  MOTORCYCLE  SAFETY  HELMET  STUDY  IN  ROAD  RIDER 
MAGAZINE.  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation.  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  Memorandum. 

January  21,  1975. 

RHODE  ISLAND  HELMET  REPEAL.  National  Traffic  Newsletter. 

September,  1976. 

SAFETY  CHIEF  PREDICTS  HELMET  LAW  REPEALS.  Status  Report.  March  3,  1976 
SAFETY  HELMET  COUNCIL  OF  AMERICA.  Information  Sheet . December  1976. 
SOUTH  DAKOTA  HOUSE  BILL  NO.  615.  February  27,  1976. 

SOUTH  DAKOTA  REPEALS  HELMET  USE  LAW.  Status  Report.  March  18,  1976. 
SPECIFICATIONS  FOR  PROTECTIVE  HEADGEAR  FOR  VEHICULAR  USERS 

American  National  standard.  New  York,  New  York.  1972. 

STAFF  MEMORANDUM  ON  THE  CONSTITUTIONAL  QUESTION  PRESENTED  BY 
STATE  MOTORCYCLE  HEADGEAR  REQUIREMENTS.  U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation.  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety 
Administration.  Washington,  D.C.  January,  1972. 

STANDARD  FOR  PRETECTIVE  HEADGEAR,  1975.  Snell  Memorial  Foundation. 
George  G.  Snively,  M.D.  Sacramento,  California. 

SUMMARY  OF  THE  ILLINOIS  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  USE  SURVEY.  Illinois 
Department  of  Transportation.  September  30,  1975. 

THE  CAMPAIGN  TO  REPEAL  MICHIGAN'S  MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  LAW  AND  THE 
SMASH  CONFERENCE.  October  5,  1976. 

THE  HURT  REPORT  PART  II.  Lane  Campbell.  Cycle  News.  February  16,  1977 

U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION.  NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC 
SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION,  NEWS  RE:  MICHIGAN/ILLINOIS  HELMET 
USE  STUDY.  May  14,  1974. 

VIRGINIA  RETAINS  HELMET  LAW.  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety. 
February  14,  1977. 

VISUAL  FIELD  WITH  AND  WITHOUT  MOTORCYCLE  HELMETS.  Stephen  L. 

Gordon.  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation.  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration.  Washington,  D.C.  August  1975. 

WHERE  THE  HAT  IS  AT.  Cycle.  Vol . 10,  No.  2.  March  1976. 

YOUR  GOVERNMENT  IS  TRYING  TO  KILL.  Road  Rider.  August  1973. 


117 


APPENDIX  E 


ATTITUDES  AND  OPINIONS 
ON 

THE  HELMET  ISSUE 
IN 

PENNSYLVANIA 


118 


Study  //9461 
July,  19  77 

Interview  //  

(1  - 4) 

MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  STUDY  Time  began  AM  PM 


Chilton  Research  Services 
Radnor,  Pennsylvania 


Screening  Form  Time  ended  ^AM ^PM 

Hello,  I'm  calling  from  Philadelphia  for  the  Govenor's  Traffic  Safety  Council. 

We  are  interested  in  the  opinions  of  Pennsylvania  residents  regarding  some  vital 
highway  safety  issues.  Your  household  was  selected  to  represent  those  in  your  area. 
So  that  I may  know  who  in  your  household  to  speak  with,  please  tell  me  ...  . 

(GO  DIRECTLY  TO  QUESTION  A) 


A. 


3. 


The  number  of  people  18  years  of  age  and  over,  including  yourself,  who  are  presently 
living  in  this  household. 

People 

(5-) 

Now,  starting  with  the  oldest  down  to  the  youngest,  please  tell  me  the  ages  of  the 
males  18  or  older  (RECORD  IN  GRID  BELOW.  CIRCLE  SEX  AND  RECORD  AGE  OF  EACH  MALE 
18  OR  OLDER) 


C.  Again,  starting  with  the  oldest  down  to  the  youngest,  please  tell  me  the  ages  of 
each  of  the  females  18  years  or  older  (CIRCLE  SEX  AND  RECORD  AGE  FOR  EACH  FEMALE 
18  OR  OLDER) 


Line  # 

Sex 

Ages 

1 

M 

F 

0 

2 

M 

F 

1 

M \ 

3 

M 

F 

1 

3 

4 

M 

F 

1 

3 

4 

5 

M 

F 

1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

M 

F 

1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

(USE  GRID  TO  SELECT  RESPONDENT.  CIRCLE  THE  LINE  //  FOR  THE  DESIGNATED  RESPONDENT,  AND 
ASK  THE  FOLLOWING:) 

I am  to  speak  to  the  year  old  male/female  in  your  household.  Is  he/she 

available? 

(IF  DESIGNATED  RESPONDENT  IS  NOT  AT  HOME,  FIND  OUT  BEST  TIME  TO  REACH  HIM/HER  AND 
RECORD  ON  RANDOM  NUMBER  SLIP.  ATTACH  RANDOM  NUMBER  SHEET  TO  SCREENING  FORM.) 

(IF  CALLBACK:)  Designated  Respondent's  Name: 
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1. 


Do  you  think  the  55  MPH  speed  limit  is 
effective  in  reducing  injuries? 

6- 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ’ t Know 

V 

2. 


Do  you  think  seat  belts  are  effective 
in  reducing  injuries? 


7- 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

3.  Do  you  think  that  operating  motorcycles 
with  lignts  on  during  the  day  helps 
avoid  accidents? 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ' t Know 

V 

4.  Do  you  think  use  of  helmets  by  motor- 
cyclists is  effective  in  reducing 
inj uries? 

9* 


5. 


In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 
require  a maximum  55  MPH  speed  limit? 

10- 


7. 


8. 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ' t Know 

V 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 
require  mandatory  use  of  seat  belts? 


11- 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 
require  mandatory  operation  of  motor- 
cycles with  lights  on? 


12- 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ' t Know 

V 

In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 
require  mandatory  use  of  motorcycle 
helmets? 


13- 


Yes 

1 

No 

0 

Don't  Know 

V 

Are  you  aware  that  there  was  a major 
change  in  Pennsylvanians  traffic  laws 
on  July  1? 


14- 


Yes 

.1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

120 


FOR  OFFICE  USE  ONLY: 


10.  Does  a licensed  motorcycle  operator 
reside  in  your  household? 

15- 

[ 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ' t Knov7 

V 

11.  Are  you  a registered  voter? 

16- 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

12.  What  is  your  age?  (IF  RESPONDENT 

HESITATES,  ASK  ^ICH  OF  THE  FOLLOWING 

AGE  CATEGORIES  HE/ SHE  FITS  INTO) 

17- 

Under  18 

1 

18  - 24 

2 

25  - 34 

3 

35  - 44 

4 

45  - 54 

5 

55  - 64 

6 

65  and  over 

7 

Refused 

8 

13.  Sex 

1 O 

io— 

Male 

1 

Female 

2 

GENERAL  POPULATION 


STRATUM; 


19  - 1 


20- 


Philadelphia  SMSA 

1 

Pittsburgh  SMSA 

2 

Other  SMSA 

3 

Non- SMS A 

4 
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Study  //9461 
July,  1977 

Interview  # 

(1  - 4) 

MOTORCYCLE  HELMET  STUDY  Time  began ^PM 

Time  ended  AM  PM 


Hello,  may  I speak  to  (NAMED  RESPONDENT)  please? 

Good  , I'm  calling  from  Philadelphia  for  the  Govenor's  Traffic 

Safety  Council.  We  are  interested  in  the  opinions  of  Pennsylvania  re- 
sidents regarding  some  vital  highway  safety  issues. 


(IF  ASKED:  WnERE  DID  YOU  GET  MY  NAME  AND  PHONE  NUMBER?  - SM:  WE  WERE 
GIVEN  YOUR  NAME  BY  THE  GOVERNOR'S  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  COITICIL  IN  HARRISBURG,  PA.) 


(IF  ASKED;  'JHO  CAi^  I CALL  IN  HAltRISBURG  TO  VERIFY  THIS?  - YOU  l\AY  CALL' 

'IR.  PHILIP  DEEMER  AT  THE  GOVERNOR'S  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  COItNCIL  - //717-787-6853. ) 


5 - sp 


Chilton  Research  Services 
Radnor,  Pennsylvania 


122 


1. 

Do  you  think  the  55  IIPK  speed  limit  is 
effective  in  reducing  injuries? 

6- 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ’ t Know 

V 

2. 

Do  you  think  seat  belts  are  effective 
in  reducing  injuries? 

7- 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ’ t Know 

V 

3. 

Do  you  think  that  operating  motorcycles 
with  lights  on  during  the  day  helps 
avoid  accidents? 

8- 

• 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

4. 

Do  you  think  use  of  helmets  by  motor- 
cyclists is  effective  in  reducing 
injuries? 

9- 

Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ' t Know 

V 

5. 

In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 
require  a maximum  55  MPH  speed  limit? 

10- 

Yes 

-1 

X 

No 

2 

Don’t  Know 

V 

6.  In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 
require  mandatory  use  of  seat  belts'? 


II- 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don ' t Know 

V 

7.  In  your  opinion,  should  the  government 


9.  Are  you  aware  that  there  was  a major 
change  in  Pennsylvania’s  traffic  laws 
on  July  1? 


123 
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10-  Are  you  a registered  voter? 


16- 


Yes 

1 

No 

2 

Don't  Know 

V 

FOR  OFFICE  USE  ONLY: 

MOTORCYCLISTS  19-2 

STRATUM: 


20- 


Philadelphia  SMSA 

1 

Pittsburgh  SMSA 

2 

Other  SMSA 

3 

Non-SMSA 

4 

11.  What  is  your  age?  (IF  RESPONDENT 

HESITATES,  ASK  WHICH  OF  TliE  FOLLOWING 
AGE  CATEGORIES  HE/SHE  FITS  INTO) 


12.  Sex 


17- 

Under  18 

. 1 

18  - 24 

2 

25  - 34 

3 

35  - 44 

4 

45  - 54 

5 

55  - 64 

6 

65  and  over 

7 

Refused 

8 

lb- 

Male 

1 

Female 

2 
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